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IRANIAN INFLUENCE IN IRAQ AND THE CASE 
OF CAMP LIBERTY 


WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 7, 2015 

U.S. Senate, 

Committee on Armed Services, 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:32 a.m. in Room 
SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, Senator John McCain (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Committee members present: Senators McCain, Sessions, Ayotte, 
Fischer, Cotton, Rounds, Ernst, Tillis, Reed, Manchin, Shaheen, 
Gillibrand, Blumenthal, Donnelly, Kaine, and King. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN McCAIN, CHAIRMAN 

Senator McCain. Well, good morning. The committee meets 
today to consider the issue of Iran’s influence in Iraq and the case 
of the residents of Camp Liberty. 

I’m pleased to welcome this distinguished group of witnesses: 
Colonel Wes Martin, who retired from the U.S. Army in 2010 after 
a military career that concluded years of service in Iraq, where he 
was, among other positions, senior anti-terrorism and force protec- 
tion officer for coalition forces and commander of Forward Oper- 
ating Base Ashraf; General Jim Jones, who has previously been 
National Security Advisor, Special Envoy for Middle East Security, 
Supreme Allied Commander, Commandant of the Marine Corps, 
and, most importantly, the marine liaison officer as part of a Navy 
team led by Captain John McCain. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator McCain. I can’t make that up. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator McCain. Finally, it’s with profound regret that I wel- 
come back Senator Joseph Lieberman. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator McCain. Thank you for taking some time away from 
your bingo games at the old-folks home to join us today. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Lieberman. Remember, we have a seat, you know, any- 
time you want to stop by. It’s a lot of fun there. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator McCain. I like the blackout game. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator McCain. Anyway, I appreciate the chance for a little lev- 
ity, because there’s none to be found in the matter before us. 

( 1 ) 
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As my colleagues know, Camp Liberty is the location in Iraq 
where more than 2,000 Iranian refugees currently live since they 
were internally relocated from their previous location at Camp 
Ashraf The residents of the camp are dissidents who have long 
since opposed the regime in Tehran, at one time violently so. 

When United States forces entered Iraq in 2003, the residents of 
what was then Camp Ashraf renounced violence, gave up their 
weapons, and agreed to come under United States military protec- 
tion as, quote, “protected persons” under Article 4 of the Geneva 
Conventions. For several years, the U.S. military provided security 
for the camp’s residents. This responsibility ultimately transferred 
to the Iraqi government, and things took a turn for the worse, espe- 
cially in the aftermath of the full withdrawal of United States 
troops from Iraq in 2011. 

In recent years, the residents of the camp have been the victims 
of frequent harassment, the decreased quality of life, hindered ac- 
cess to food and medicine, and rocket attacks, and violent raids 
that have resulted in the deaths of more 100 men, women, and 
children. Most of these attacks are reportedly the work of radical 
Iraqi military — militia groups and agents of the Iranian regime. It’s 
our hope today that today’s hearing can enhance the committee’s 
understanding of several issues: 

First is the basic humanitarian element of this story. Whatever 
one thinks about the organization to which the residents of Camp 
Liberty belong, there is a basic standard of human dignity that 
must be upheld. The United States Government and military made 
a commitment to protect thousands of people who surrendered 
their weapons and came under our protection as a result. Clearly, 
this commitment has not been sustained. U.S. policy is now to as- 
sist in relocating the camp’s residents to foreign countries, includ- 
ing the United States, and that goal deserves support. Until then, 
with United States forces now reengaged in Iraq, I hope our wit- 
nesses could address whether the Department of Defense could 
play any role to help improve life and security at Camp Liberty. 
This is not just a matter of our ideals, but also our interests. The 
group to which the residents of Camp Liberty belong has provided 
some very useful intelligence on Iran’s nuclear program, specifically 
revealing the existence of covert Iranian nuclear activities. At a 
time when we need the best information on whether Iran is meet- 
ing its commitments under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Ac- 
tion, the issue we are discussing today must be a consideration. 

Then there is the issue of U.S. credibility and whether our 
friends feel they can trust us. If we make our commitments, we 
must follow through. But, in this case, or in breaking promises 
made to Ukraine in the Budapest Memorandum or repeatedly dur- 
ing the ongoing conflict in Syria or in the concessions that were 
made to get the nuclear deal with Iran or other reasoned cases 
where our own red lines are crossed, it weakens our country, 
harms our friends, and emboldens our enemies. 

Finally, the case of Camp Liberty is symptomatic of a larger 
problem that we face in Iraq, and indeed across the Middle East. 
The problem of Iran’s malign influence, which has been growing in 
recent years, in part due to a lack of an effective United States re- 
gional strategy to counter it. In Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, and Bahrain, 
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Yemen, and elsewhere, the Iranian regime is arming, training, and, 
in some cases, fighting alongside militant groups that are desta- 
bilizing United States partners, threatening Israel, and seeking to 
establish forward outposts across the Arab world. Indeed, recent re- 
ports suggest that thousands of additional Iranian ground forces 
are moving into Syria to shore up the Assad regime as part of an 
anti-American coalition of Syrian, Hezbollah, and Russian forces. 
Despite crushing international sanctions, the Iranian regime has 
been able to expand its influence in Arab capitals across the region, 
most of all Baghdad. Thousands of radical militia fighters, backed 
and mostly controlled by Iran’s Revolutionary Guard, are expand- 
ing Iranian influence in Iraq, often in the form of human rights 
violations and reprisal killings. We should fully expect the sanc- 
tions relief that Iran’s rulers receive under the nuclear agreement 
to empower them to meddle further throughout the Middle East in 
ways that harm our national interests. 

It’s more important than ever for the administration to work 
with Congress to develop a strategy that can weaken Iran’s efforts 
to destabilize the Middle East and threaten our partners. I hope 
our witnesses today can offer some concrete ideas to assist the com- 
mittee in that final — vital work. 

Senator Reed. 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JACK REED 

Senator Reed. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to welcome back the witnesses. 

It’s great to see Senator Lieberman again, and thank him for his 
collegiality and kindness and friendship. Thank you very much. We 
are having a bit of back-and-forth recalling the many interesting 
circumstances and personalities that we miss. It’s always good to 
see you. Senator. 

Thank you. General Jones, for your extraordinary service to the 
Nation as a marine, as the Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, 
and as someone that we all admire and respect immensely. 

Colonel Martin, thank you for your service, too, sir. 

So, thank you, gentlemen, for your testimony today. 

This morning, our hearing focuses on Iranian influence in Iraq 
and the plight of the nearly 2,400 residents at Camp Liberty, Iraq, 
members of the Iranian dissident group, the Mujahedin-e-Khalq, or 
MEK. The Iranians dissidents at Camp Liberty are in an increas- 
ingly perilous situation, having repeatedly come under attack. 
These attacks, which have killed more than 100 MEK members 
since 2009, clearly indicate the threat to this group from Iran and 
Iranian- backed militias seeking to eliminate and silence these dis- 
sidents. 

The deteriorating security situation of Iraq only highlights the 
urgent need to find safe refuge for these individuals outside the 
country. The United States has had a special relationship with the 
MEK, dating back to the height of the Iraq war in the mid-2000s. 
This stems, in part, from the MEK’s agreement, at the United 
States military’s request, to disarm and move into Camp Ashraf in 
northeastern Iraq. The U.S. military extended protections under 
the Geneva Conventions for Camp Ashraf residents. However, as 
the United States drew down its forces, consistent with its obliga- 
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tions under the 2008 security agreement signed by President Bush 
and Prime Minister Maliki, U.S. Forces were no longer well posi- 
tioned to provide for the safety and security of the Camp Ashraf 
residents. 

In December 2011, the Government of Iraq signed a memo- 
randum with the United Nations in which the Iraq Government 
committed to ensure the safety and security of these residents as 
part of the process of relocating them to Camp Liberty outside 
Baghdad to facilitate the resettlement process. However, the 
United States, through the State Department, has had to repeat- 
edly press the Government of Iraq to live up to its obligation to 
provide for the safety and well-being of the Camp Liberty resi- 
dents. Camp residents remain in fear that the Government of Iraq 
will extradite them to Iran, at Tehran’s request. 

The State Department now is the lead United States Govern- 
ment agency advocating on behalf of the Camp Liberty residents. 
The State Department is working with the United Nations assist- 
ance mission in Iraq and the United Nations High Commission for 
Refugees (UNHCR) to find resettlement options for these residents 
outside of Iraq. 

It is my understanding that, as of the beginning of this month, 
nearly 800 Camp Liberty residents have been processed by the 
UNHCR and resettled outside of Iraq. Unfortunately, this resettle- 
ment process has dragged on for years and much more still needs 
to be done to find homes abroad for the remaining Camp Liberty 
residents. I would urge all participants in the resettlement process 
to cooperate fully to advance the relocation of these very vulnerable 
individuals. 

One issue that I expect will arise this morning is whether the 
United States should accept more Camp Liberty residents for reset- 
tlement. While the MEK was removed from the U.S. list of foreign 
terrorist organizations in 2012, group members continue to be 
barred from admission to the United States because of their Tier 
3 status under U.S. antiterrorism laws. Nonetheless, I understand 
that the administration has adopted a policy that would allow 
Camp Liberty residents to be paroled into the United States if they 
renounce their affiliation with the MEK. Under this policy, some 
29 Camp Liberty residents have ultimately resettled in the United 
States, making the United States one of the larger recipient coun- 
tries for these refugees. 

I hope the testimony of our witnesses this morning will help 
shine a light on what more can be done to accelerate the resettle- 
ment process so that the residents of Camp Liberty can be brought 
to safety outside of Iraq once and for all. 

Again, thank you, and welcome. 

Senator McCain. I welcome the witnesses. Maybe we could begin 
with you. Senator Lieberman. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN, CHAIR OF PUB- 
LIC POLICY AND PUBLIC SERVICE, YESHIVA UNIVERSITY, 

AND FORMER UNITED STATES SENATOR 

Senator Lieberman. Thanks, Mr. Chairman, Senator Reed. 
Thanks very much for convening this hearing and for your opening 
statements. 
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It would be easy to ignore the condition and plight of 2,400 Ira- 
nians who are at Camp Liberty in Iraq. There’s so much before this 
committee, there’s so much disorder in the world. But, the plight 
of these 2,400 really involves some important considerations for our 
country. 

The first is, as you’ve said. What does a promise from the United 
States of America mean, particularly if it comes under local — that 
is, in Iraq — political pressure and the promise is reneged? 

The second is. What does the plight of these 2,400 Iranian dis- 
sidents, who are opponents of the dictatorial regime in Tehran; 
what does it say to us about larger policy questions for the United 
States in the region? 

So, I thank you, first, for holding the hearing. As I say, it would 
be easy to ignore, but it would be wrong to ignore. Secondly, thanks 
for your opening statements, both of which show a real under- 
standing of what’s happening at Camp Liberty and why it matters. 

Secondly, I’m honored to be here with General Jim Jones and 
Colonel Wes Martin. Both have served our country with great 
honor and courage and distinction. I’m also grateful to be with 
them because they are really experts at the history, here. To some 
extent, it allows me to speak more broadly about what I think the 
policy implications are of what’s happening there. 

I thought, in the interest of time, it might be most helpful if I 
began, in terms of the background here, by quoting a statement 
from former attorney general and Federal judge, Michael Mukasey, 
at a public briefing on Camp Liberty on October 9th of 2013. It’s 
quite direct and personal. He says, “The United States Government 
asked the MEK to move from Ashraf to Liberty, asked 3,000 people 
to move, and left 100 behind, by agreement, to watch over the 
property that belonged to the people of Ashraf and the valuable in- 
stallation there. The United States Government hinted that this 
was the price for removing the organization from the list of foreign 
terrorist organizations” — again. I’m quoting from Judge Mukasey — 
“a list on which it should never have been and was put on only be- 
cause of an ill-conceived SOP to the Iranian government that didn’t 
work.” 

Then Judge Mukasey tells a personal story. He says, “I went 
along with Rudy Giuliani to Paris and met with Mrs. Maryam 
Radjavi,” who’s the head of the National Council of Resistance of 
Iran, also known as the MEK. “We looked Mrs. Radjavi in the eye 
and asked her to cooperate in that move, and told her that she 
could trust the assurances of the United States Government. She 
agreed. It’s hard for me to say that,” Mukasey says, “without my 
voice breaking or without my conscience breaking. Those guaran- 
tees have not been fulfilled.” As the United States Government 
withdrew, the Iraqis refused repeatedly to protect the residents, 
and repeatedly launched attacks. There were rocket attacks on 
Camp Liberty, and he goes on to talk about that, and then the at- 
tacks on Ashraf, which killed 52 of the hundred people who were 
remaining there. 

If you look at the history of these Iranian dissidents — you could 
call them “freedom fighters” — in Iraq, you see that their status 
rises and falls, is secure and then is jeopardized based on the ex- 
tent of influence that the Iranian government has in Iraq. That’s 
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why they’ve been treated like pawns in a much larger battle — 
struggle that now requires us again, through the State Depart- 
ment, as Senator Reed has said, to make it clear to the Govern- 
ment of Iraq, Prime Minister al-Abadi, that the status of the people 
in Iraq — in Camp Liberty really does matter to us, that they have 
to be protected, they have to be allowed to leave the country. If the 
Iraqi government can’t do it, the United States Government should 
offer to do it until they can be taken safely out of the country. 

If you look at this story, you see a lot that may be obvious, but 
I just want to say it quickly, that distinguishes the current govern- 
ment of the Islamic Republic of Iran from a democratic government 
like our own. We’ve all got political opposition, we enter into cam- 
paigns, we battle back and forth, et cetera, et cetera. In the Islamic 
Republic of Iran, if you’re the political opposition, the government 
is likely to try to put you in jail or, worse, to kill you. That’s hap- 
pened inside the country, as the human rights violations continue, 
but it’s also happened with this particular group outside. 

There’s a history here. I’m going to state it very summarily. 
This — the antecedent to this group, interestingly, began as a mat- 
ter of principle in opposition to the Shah. They were fighting for 
more freedom from the Shah. They then actually joined — and 
again. I’m making a complicated story simple — with the revolution 
in the late ’70s. Not so long after Ayatollah Khomeini came to 
power, they decided that the Shah had been replaced by a different 
form of dictatorship, of a religious dictatorship, and they went into 
opposition, and the government, ever since, has targeted them. 

I’ve come to know them very well. It seems to me that we ought 
to not only — it was right and just that we took them off the foreign 
terrorist organization list, but the truth is, now, that we ought to 
be supportive of them and others in opposition to the government 
in Iran more than we have been, because this group is not — not 
just because they’re the enemy of our enemies in Tehran; these 
people are our friends. They have quite literally, as many of you 
know provided extraordinarily important intelligence to American 
forces in Iraq during the period after the overthrow of Saddam, 
they have been the source of some of the most credible information 
that we did not have from our own intelligence about the Iranian 
nuclear program, and they’re — they believe in freedom. I mean, 
their leader — it’s quite remarkable, they’re a moderate Muslim 
group, they’re against the extremism of the current regime. They 
are quite refreshingly led by a woman who has put out a 10-point 
plan that embraces freedom of speech, separation of church and 
state, free elections, and a non-nuclear Iran. 

So, let me wind up with this — or conclude with this observation 
and, hopefully, suggestion. The Iranian nuclear agreement with 
Iran has been — is about to be executed. It’s going to go into effect. 
What has struck me with a clarity is that the Islamic Republic of 
Iran, the Government of Iran, has compartmentalized this agree- 
ment. I think it’s a bad agreement, but — and we’ll see whether it 
actually is adhered to — ^buL whatever one things of the agreement, 
the Islamic Republic of Iran has sort of put it in a box, and they 
haven’t changed anything else about their program. They’ve been 
very explicit about it. They’re continuing to support terrorist 
groups throughout the region. Even before the nuclear agreement 
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goes into effect, as Chairman McCain said, there — they made a 
deal with the Russians to move more aggressively into Syria to 
back Assad, who we have said we feel definitely has to go. They 
continue to say, “Death to America.” It’s not just a chant. If you 
listen to the Ayatollah or others there, they’re quite clear that they 
consider us to be their ideological, civilizational enemies. 

Here’s my point, Mr. Chairman. We ought to compartmentalize 
that agreement also — that nuclear agreement. We ought to put it 
over there and not let it stop us from confronting what they’re 
doing in Syria, continuing the sanctions for human rights violations 
in Iran and support of terrorism. Here’s the point I want to make 
about the National Council of Resistance of Iran and other demo- 
cratic opposition groups that are Iranian. We ought to be sup- 
porting them. This regime in Tehran is hopeless. It’s not going to 
change. There’s no evidence it’s going to — every piece of evidence 
is the contrary. 

So, I hope we can find a way — we used to do this, not so long 
ago, supporting opposition groups in Iran. They deserve our sup- 
port, and actually they’re a — they would constitute a form of pres- 
sure on the government in Tehran that would unsettle them as 
much as anything else we could do, because it would threaten the 
survival of the regime, which, from every objective indicator I can 
see, is a very unpopular regime in Iran. 

President Reagan provides an example, here. He was negoti- 
ating — his administration was negotiating nuclear arms agree- 
ments with the former Soviet Union, but that did not stop us dur- 
ing that period of time from supporting the Refuseniks in Russia, 
the Solidarity Freedom Movement in Poland, and on and on. I 
think it’s time for us to do that in Iran. There’s no better place to 
begin than by securing the residents of Camp Liberty and assuring 
their safe passage away from the Iranian thugs. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCain. Thank you. 

General Jones. 

STATEMENT OF GENERAL JAMES JONES, USMC (RET.), CHAIR- 
MAN, BRENT SCOWCROFT CENTER ON INTERNATIONAL SE- 
CURITY, AND FORMER NATIONAL SECURITY ADVISOR 

General Jones. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for recall- 
ing our days together in the Senate Liaison Office in 1979 and — 
it was a — beginning of a 5-year period for a young major of the Ma- 
rines who was lost in the Senate of the United States. I had no 
idea why I was assigned over here. I had no idea what I was sup- 
posed to do. Captain McCain helped me a great deal, and the Sen- 
ate staff, who became friends over my 5-year tour here. I actually 
went over to the Marine Corps Headquarters, reminded them that 
I was still over here, because I thought they had lost my file 
and 

But — and then the privilege of coming back as Commandant of 
the Marine Corps and Commander of NATO, working with the 
committee and the staff, was certainly a highlight of my life. Al- 
though I have nothing but fond recollections of it. I’m very sorry 
that we’re here today talking about something that I think should 
have been taken care of a long time ago. 
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So, I’m honored to be with Senator Lieberman and Colonel Wes 
Martin 

Senator McCain. May I also say that you served distinction — 
with distinction as the President’s National Security Advisor, as 
well. General. 

General Jones. Thank you. I haven’t forgotten that. 

[Laughter.] 

General Jones. With Ambassador Line Bloomfield, also, whose 
work has — I would recommend for anyone who wants to under- 
stand the full history of the MEK and the Iran/Iran relationship. 
It’s — it should be required reading. It’s — it — I have copies of it here. 
Line has done a wonderful job. 

I’m — I want to thank you for holding this important hearing; in 
particular, thank you for focusing a long- overdue focus on the 
plight of approximately 2,500 refugees who still languish at Camp 
Liberty in Iraq. They — and this is a group, as Senator Lieberman 
pointed out, to whom our country made a solemn and. I’m sorry to 
say, still unkept promise years ago. 

The committee has my statement on the topic of the Iranian ref- 
ugees in Iraq, detailing the outrageous campaign of harassment, in- 
timidation, and murder visited upon them at the behest of the Ira- 
nian regime and with the complicity of the Iraqi government. So, 
I’d like to just briefly highlight several key points, first on the larg- 
er topic of Iran’s influence and objectives in Iraq, and then address 
the related matter of the refugees’ ongoing tragic situation. 

It will surprise no one when I say that the Iranian regime re- 
mains among the world’s most consistent threats to global peace 
and stability, as Senator Lieberman just eloquently pointed out. 
It’s a regime that artfully dodges its commitments, generates inter- 
national friction to exert greater domestic control on its citizens, 
and constantly hardens its grip on its country. The Tehran govern- 
ment seriously violates human rights. United Nations (U.N.) Secu- 
rity Council resolutions, and international law. It rejects the right 
of Israel to exist by both opposing and actively undermining any 
and all Middle East peace processes. The mullahs remain the chief 
antagonists of democracy and liberalization across the Middle East, 
where a better future for millions of people struggle to emerge. To 
them, human rights, the rule of law, international norms of respon- 
sibility and modernity are threats to be snuffed out rather than vir- 
tues to be embraced. Its retrograde doctrine is one of power, dicta- 
torship, and domination over its people in the region, no matter the 
human cost. 

The Iranian regime knows that the fall of Assad and the loss of 
Syria as a client state would be an enormous strategic loss. It con- 
tinues to do everything within its power to avert that end and to 
pursue its hegemonic ambitions, in part by supporting inter- 
national terrorist organizations and — that pose clear and direct 
threat to the United States and our friends and allies. Unquestion- 
ably, Iran’s grand strategy, one that constitutionally compels it to 
export its brand of Islamic revolution, entails consolidating the 
hold it has gained in Iraq, a grip it seeks to tighten, both directly 
and through proxies, by widening the sectarian divide that has 
been such a gross impediment to the brighter future for which the 
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Iraqi people, the United States, and our allies have sacrificed so 
much. 

I recall, early in this administration. King Abdullah of Saudi 
Arabia and his warning to our Government that then- Prime Min- 
ister Maliki was, quote, “not our friend,” but, rather, an Iranian 
sympathizer under Tehran’s influence. He has been proven right, 
unfortunately for us and for the entire region. 

What might not be as well known is that part and parcel of 
Iran’s subversive program in Iraq has been the persecution of near- 
ly 3,500 Iranian objectors to the region housed first at Camp 
Ashraf and now at Camp Liberty. The timeline provided to the 
committee tells a grim story. Colonel Martin, testifying here today, 
commanded the unit in charge of protecting the refugees at Camp 
Ashraf as part of Operation Iraqi Freedom. No one knows more 
about the antecedents and the course of this tragic situation than 
he and Ambassador Line Bloomfield, who is also here today and 
who I mentioned just a few minutes ago. 

Ambassador Bloomfield has a statement on the MEK that I re- 
spectfully request be made part of the record. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

Statement of Lincoln P. Bloomfield, Jr. 

“IRANIAN influence IN IRAQ AND THE CASE OF CAMP LIBERTY” 

Chairman McCain, Ranking Member Reed, members of the Committee, thank you 
for the opportunity to share my views with the Committee. I am a former national 
security and foreign policy official who served in the Departments of Defense and 
State as well as the Office of the Vice President during five previous Administra- 
tions. Since 2008 I have served as Chairman of the Stimson Center, a non-partisan 
security think tank. The views I express today are my own. 

Since 2011 I have studied the Iranian resistance in detail, and specifically allega- 
tions and commonly-held beliefs that the MEK was a terrorist group in decades 
past, responsible for killing Americans in Tehran during the 1970s, and that the 
people at Camp Liberty constitute a mysterious and untrustworthy cult. One result 
of this widespread mindset is that some if not all of the diplomatic effort to end the 
plight of the Camp Liberty residents has appeared somewhat grudging and colored 
by a sense that the residents are responsible for their own predicament, and thus 
a lesser priority than many other urgent challenges occupying US attention in Iraq. 

The information that follows, now in the public domain, is steadily changing the 
way the residents of Camp Liberty, the MEK, and the Paris-based National Council 
of Resistance are being viewed, along with Iran’s strategic circumstances and prior- 
ities. What I learned is that no connection has ever been made between members 
of today’s Iranian resistance — at Camp Liberty, in Paris, or anywhere else — and the 
foreign-trained secular leftists who assassinated six Americans in Tehran in the 
1970s. This, the most prejudicial allegation against the MEK, has been investigated 
and debunked. Even the Department of State, in its 2005 edition of Country Reports 
on Terrorism, cited a “Marxist element” that conducted these murders in its unsuc- 
cessful attempt to split away and re-brand the “people’s Mojahedin” for its own pur- 
poses. That brief clarification was omitted from the report after 2005. 

Indeed, every allegation of terrorism ever cited in these annual reports during the 
19 years since the inaugural 1993 publication has been mischaracterized, exagger- 
ated or misstated. Judicial review in the United States, the United Kingdom and 
France has led to the MEK’s exoneration and removal from all terrorism lists in the 
West including the US, UK, EU, Canada and Australia. The French magistrate who 
investigated the resistance for eight years concluded in 2011 that “the dossier does 
not contain any evidence indicating an armed activity that would intentionally target 
civilians. If such evidence were available it would confirm terrorism and would 
annul any reference to resistance against tyranny.” The UK Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature Court of Appeal, while removing the MEK from Great Britain’s terrorism list 
in 2008, said this: “The reality is that neither in the open material nor in the closed 
[classified] material was there any reliable evidence that supported a conclusion that 
PMOI retained an intention to resort to terrorist activities in the future.” 
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Washington officials, analysts and journalists in recent years have become accus- 
tomed to thinking of the MEK as a secretive terrorist cult with American blood on 
their hands going back to the 1970s and the hostage crisis. But more than three 
decades ago, in 1984, the State Department wrote to Congress that the MEK’s ide- 
ology was “a major source of the group’s popularity in Iran,” presenting a detailed 
program on domestic and foreign issues “as a dynamic response to the problems of 
modern Iran.” The State Department described the MEK’s goal as “providing a pop- 
ular voice in all aspects of national life through a ‘truly democratic power struc- 
ture.’” In fact, from its inception a half-century ago, the MEK, including the men 
and women at Camp Liberty, has had far more in common with Americans, and 
democratic ideals, than anyone serving the clerical regime they have steadfastly op- 
posed in Tehran. 

This is the group in Iran most identified with the century-long push for demo- 
cratic, representative government in Iran. Starting with the 1906 constitutional rev- 
olution and the mid-century nationalist movement that ended in 1953 when the CIA 
deposed Prime Minister Mohammed Mossadegh, student intellectuals have sought 
to bring Iran’s politics into the modern era, with the same rights and citizen respon- 
sibilities that people elsewhere have demanded and successfully gained. 

Who are these men and women in Camp Liberty? If the Committee Members look 
around the hearing room, they will see a lot of Iranian-Americans sitting patiently, 
grateful that the Committee is seeking to understand the long road they have trav- 
eled. Many are successful Americans who appreciate the blessing of representative 
government more than most of us can ever understand. 

Ask anyone supporting the resistance how they got involved and why they are so 
willing to sacrifice their time, money and comfort — particularly the residents of 
Camp Liberty. You will hear a similar story over and over again. Someone in their 
family in years past supported the Mojahedin’s effort within Iran to promote pop- 
ular sovereignty, and was arrested, tortured and executed. I have interviewed count- 
less Iranian-Americans from all over our country and in Europe, and to a person 
each has a story of grievous loss, friends and loved ones brutally killed in the prime 
of their lives. Many have endured cruelty in prison as punishment for acts protected 
in our country by the Eirst Amendment. 

Tens of thousands of Iranians — women no less than men — teens and even chil- 
dren, have gone to their deaths simply for refusing to renounce their affinity for a 
brave movement that opposed the Shah’s brutal suppression of political and human 
rights after 1963 and then refused in 1979 to endorse Ayatollah Khomeini’s con- 
stitutional formula for religious dictatorship. 

The fundamentalist regime in Tehran has held onto power for 36 years by coer- 
cion, intimidation and brute force. Iran’s first and only legitimately elected presi- 
dent, Abolhassan Bani-Sadr, along with MEK leader Massoud Rajavi, campaigned 
against dictatorship and brought eight million supporters into the streets of Iran’s 
cities in June 1981; Ayatollah Khomeini responded with a reign of terror, and the 
two barely made it out of the country alive. That is the story behind the MEK’s 
armed resistance, and it helps explain why the regime has allowed fewer than 10 
percent of registered candidates for President to run in the ten elections since 
1980 — fewer than 2 percent in the elections since 1993. 

President Rouhani, often described as a moderate, started his recent U.N. General 
Assembly speech referring to his mandate in a “competitive election,” yet in 2013 
he was one of just eight candidates permitted to run; 678 registered candidates were 
disallowed from running. His Minister of Justice was directly implicated in the mass 
execution of 30,000 jailed dissidents in the summer of 1988 and would surely face 
charges of crimes against humanity in a western tribunal. Iran under President 
Rouhani is on a pace to execute 1000 people this year — about 3 a day — mostly peo- 
ple suspected of having anti-regime sympathies. Others are said to disappear with- 
out any official disclosure. 

If this narrative seems far afield from the subject of Camp Liberty and Iran’s in- 
fluence in Iraq, that is only because Iran has succeeded in obscuring our perspective 
of its war against any who would challenge it politically. Iran backs S3Tia not be- 
cause it favors Bashar al Assad’s secular politics but because he turned his guns 
against the Syrian people to prevent the Arab spring from taking hold in 2011. The 
clerics understood that the mass movement for political rights could spread quickly 
to Tehran as it had in 2009 after the fraudulent elections. 

Iran’s big problem is not financial or military, but political: the regime suffers 
from a lack of legitimacy, dating back to the bloodbath of June 1981 and the enor- 
mous toll since then of executed dissidents. Its greatest fear is the growing appetite 
among educated people in the region for constitutional, rights-based governance — 
precisely what the United States is supposed to be facilitating. The sectarian war- 
fare promoted by former Iraqi Prime Minister Maliki and Qods Eorce Commander 
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Qasem Suleimani, directing Shiite militia attacks on Sunni cities and towns, is 
meant to prevent any possible reconciliation of Shia and Sunni communities in Iraq. 
As Sunnis become more inflamed and radicalized, American influence and leverage 
is diminished. 

Upwards of 200 of the Camp Liberty residents have Iraqi terrorism charges levied 
against them during Prime Minister Maliki’s tenure. There is no due process; this 
represents Iran’s short list of individual dissidents Tehran wants to take into cus- 
tody, to face the mullahs’ brand of justice. By now it should be clear that Iran does 
not want the Camp Liberty residents ever to reach freedom in the west, where they 
can tell their stories, as many have already since reaching safety in Albania. 

In sum, the truth behind these men and women at Camp Liberty is entirely dif- 
ferent from what most of us have heard from our government and analysts dis- 
cussing the MEK. We now know that the many terrorist designations and law en- 
forcement actions in the West were done at the specific request of Iran, as a quid 
pro quo for various western priorities. 

It must be very stressful for these people, knowing they face risks of death and 
injury every day and yet enduring these hardships to honor brothers and sisters 
who paid with their lives for a more just and democratic Iran one day. 

How much more stressful must it be knowing that America has not upheld its 
promise of protection, expeditious refugee processing, and living conditions meeting 
at least minimum humanitarian standards? 

How do they feel having been assured by us and the U.N. that the fruits of 25 
years of effort by thousands at Camp Ashraf would be protected, only to have the 
stay-behind contingent brutally bound, gagged and murdered by elite Iraqi forces, 
hostages taken, and their assets pillaged? 

What must they think of our government when they are told that we might con- 
sider bringing them to safety here in the United States, but only if they renounce 
everything for which they, their loved ones, and so many before them have made 
such extraordinary sacrifice? 

And yet, fifty years of enduring these and many other hardships and indignities 
has only made the resistance and its many supporters around the world more resil- 
ient, more committed, and more confident that the nightmare in Iran cannot and 
will not endure. These are extraordinary people, and every one of them has a wor- 
thy story to tell. If we are to improve our understanding of Iran — and it should be 
clear that there is room for improvement — we can learn much from these people. 
First, however, we must recognize how our understanding has been distorted by re- 
gime misinformation, bring all of the Camp Liberty residents to safety, and thereby 
restore a principled policy and American credibility. I thank the Committee for in- 
viting my perspective. 

Senator McCain. Without objection. 

General Jones. Allow me to briefly hit some strategic highlights 
about this tragic matter. 

The MEK is a group that has consistently opposed the Iranian 
regime and resided at Camp Ashraf since 1986. During Operation 
Iraqi Freedom, the group welcomed American troops, voluntarily 
disarmed themselves, cooperated with the coalition willingly and 
fully, and aided us by providing highly significant intelligence, and, 
as Colonel Martin will point out, by helping to protect U.S. 
Servicemembers. In exchange, the United States promised to en- 
sure the refugees’ safety and protection. This solemn obligation 
transferred to the Iraqi government as part of its sovereign com- 
mitments in the terms of the 2009 United States-Iraq Status of 
Forces Agreement. 

As you will see from the timeline, what followed these commit- 
ments has been a litany of bloodshed and mistreatment at the bid- 
ding of the Iranian regime, with the complicity and elements of the 
Iraqi government all too eager to accommodate Iranian wishes. 

I would note for the committee the three most lethal events: the 
ground assault on Camp Ashraf that took place in July 2009 in 
which 12 unarmed residents were killed, another attack in April 
2011 in which 36 unarmed residents were killed, and a third attack 
in September 2013 in which 52 unarmed residents were killed. 
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Many of these were captured on video, which can he provided to 
the committee if you so desire to see them. Again, Mr. Chairman 
and members of the committee, the victims were unarmed men, 
women, and children who we promised to protect, a duty vested in 
the Government of Iraq upon our departure. 

Despite these atrocities, we have remained slow, ineffective, and 
sometimes even reluctant in responding to our humanitarian obli- 
gation to facilitate the swift relocation of refugees out of harm’s 
way. Unfortunately, this is exactly where the vast majority of refu- 
gees remain, at Camp Liberty and in harm’s way. We can get into 
all the factors that have been held up — that have held up humani- 
tarian relocation. In part, it’s been complicated by the hesitancy of 
some refugees to leave brethren behind at risk or to renounce their 
association with a group which was removed from the United 
States and European terrorist list over the course of time. 

Primary problem, however, has been our slow and seemingly in- 
different response to our commitments and to the refugees’ perilous 
situation. Legal impediments have been erected and allowed to let 
stand. Some may wish to debate them or the group’s history and 
structure. We can certainly have these discussions. But, Mr. Chair- 
man and members of the committee, none of it will distract from 
what remains the primary fact and our chief duty, to find the legal 
means and the moral courage to fully aid a group of people who 
have cooperated with us, who have helped us and protected us, and 
who promised to protect — and who we promised to protect, and who 
remain in mortal danger in spite of such a large and growing bipar- 
tisan chorus in our country calling for action. 

Before further tragedy ensues, we can and we must meet our 
duty by expeditiously accepting an appropriate number of the re- 
maining refugees here under fair and responsible terms, by exer- 
cising our leadership to get allies to do the same, and, above all, 
by keeping a solemn promise we made to our friends of the United 
States. That is what a good and great country does. 

Congressman — former Congressman Lee Hamilton made a stir- 
ring speech, about 2 years ago, in which he recited Mrs. Radjavi’s 
10-point plan for the future of Iran. I won’t read the — read it, but 
let me just ^ve you the highlights of the 10 points. First is democ- 
racy, pluralism, abolishment of the death penalty, separation of 
church and state, gender equality, rule of law, human rights, re- 
spect for private property, peaceful coexistence, and a nuclear- free 
state. Congressman Hamilton looked up at the audience and said, 
“What’s wrong with that?” 

Thank you, sir. 

[The prepared statement of General Jones follows:] 

Prepared Statement by General James L. Jones, USMC (Ret.) 

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Reed, and Members of the Committee, thank 
you for holding this important hearing on Iran’s influence in Iraq — and its implica- 
tions for the people of Iraq, the stability of the Middle East, and for America’s inter- 
ests and values. 

In particular, thank you for providing long-overdue national focus on a related 
topic — the plight of approximately 2,500 Iranian refugees who continue to languish 
in great danger at Camp Liberty in Baghdad. 

The People’s Mujahedin of Iran (referred to as MEK or PMOI) are exiles from 
Iran who have lived in Iraq since the mid-1980s. They oppose the regime in Tehran 
which has helped facilitate a campaign of harassment, intimidation, and murder 
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against their encampment with the complicity of Iraqi authorities — despite Amer- 
ica’s promise to protect the men, women, and children of Camp Ashraf, now residing 
at Camp Liberty. 

Before addressing this ongoing humanitarian tragedy in greater detail, I would 
like to briefly address the larger hearing topic of Iran’s influence and objectives in 
Iraq. It will surprise no one when I say that the Iranian regime remains among the 
world’s most consistent threats to global peace and stability. 

It is a regime that artfully dodges its commitments, generates international fric- 
tion to exert greater domestic control on its citizens, and constantly hardens its grip 
on the country. The Mullahs’ government serially violates human rights, U.N. Secu- 
rity Council resolutions, and international law. They reject the right of Israel to 
exist by opposing and actively undermining the Middle East Peace Process. Tehran 
remains the chief antagonist of democracy and liberalization across the Middle East 
where a better future for millions of people struggles to emerge. 

To the Mullahs, the concepts of human rights, rule of law, international norms 
of responsibility, and modernity are threats to be snuffed out, rather than virtues 
to be embraced. Their retrograde doctrine is one of power, dictatorship and domina- 
tion over its people and the region, no matter the human cost. Its goal is the consoli- 
dation of the revolution which is martially enforced at home by the Islamic Revolu- 
tionary Guards Corps and prosecuted abroad by the Quds Force and Iran’s many 
proxy groups. 

The Iranian regime knows that the fall of Assad and the loss of Syria as a client 
state would be an enormous strategic loss. It continues to do everything within its 
power to avert that end, and to satisfy its hegemonic ambitions — in part, by sup- 
porting international terrorist groups that pose a clear and direct threat to the 
United States and our allies. 

Unquestionably, Iran’s grand strategy — one that constitutionally compels it to ex- 
port its brand of Islamic Revolution — entails consolidating the hold it has gained in 
Iraq — a grip it seeks to tighten, directly and through proxies; and by stoking the 
sectarian fires that have been such a gross impediment to the brighter future for 
which the Iraqi people, the United States, and our allies have sacrificed so much. 

I recall early in this administration. Ring Abdullah of Saudi Arabia’s warning to 
our government that then-Prime Minister “Maliki was not our friend”; but rather 
an Iranian sympathizer under Tehran’s influence. He has been proven right, unfor- 
tunately for the region. 

Maliki may be gone but the Iranian tentacles are not. In fact, the fight against 
ISIL (Islamic State of Iraq) has given Iran a new pretext for extending its reach. 
We would be wise not to forget that Tehran isn’t interested in fighting ISIL to stop 
it from imposing an extreme brand of Islam through barbarity and manipulation in 
Syria, Iraq and elsewhere. The Mullahs are only interested in stopping ISIL from 
getting in the way of Iran sustaining a client state and imposing its brand of Islamic 
extremism through violence and manipulation. 

Recently Assad hailed the “Russia, Iran, and Iraq alliance” in battling terrorism. 
I would submit that an Iraq being torn asunder by ISIL and dominated by Iran; 
an Iraq that has become a regional focal point of instability in the Middle East; and 
an Iraq that is allied with Assad, Putin, and the Grand Ayatollah is not the vision 
the United States and our allies head when we freed the country from the yoke of 
Saddam Hussein. It’s not why nearly 4,500 American service members paid the ulti- 
mate sacrifice and tens of thousands more wounded. It’s not the future the majority 
of Iraqis had hoped for and deserve. 

This committee knows well the financial and kinetic powers that Iran wields to 
exert its influence and you know the basic tenets of its strategy to export revolution. 
You know the grave implications of Iranian efforts to shore up the Assad dictator- 
ship and to prosecute the malignant Shiite-Sunni conflict in Iraq and foster its 
reach in Lebanon, Gaza, and Yemen. What is not as well know is that part and par- 
cel of Iran’s subversive program in Iraq has been the persecution of nearly 3,500 
Iranian objectors to the regime housed first at Camp Ashraf in Diyala Province and 
now at Camp Liberty in Baghdad. 

The timeline accompan 3 dng today’s testimony tells the grim story. Colonel Wes 
Martin, testif 3 dng here today, commanded the unit in charge of protecting the refu- 
gees at Camp Ashraf as part of Operation Iraqi Freedom. 

No one knows more about the antecedents and course of this tragic situation than 
Colonel Martin and Ambassador Lincoln Bloomfield. The ambassador is here and 
can be a great resource to you on the issue. He has prepared a statement on the 
MEK that I respectfully request be made part of the hearing record. 

As Ambassador Bloomfield has chronicled in his extensive study, this is a group 
that has consistently opposed the Iranian regime and resided at Camp Ashraf in 
Iraq since 1986. During Operation Iraqi Freedom the group welcomed American 
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troops, voluntarily disarmed, cooperated willingly and fully, and aided us by pro- 
viding highly significant intelligence — and as Col. Martin points out — by helping 
protect United States service members. 

In exchange, the United States promised to ensure the refugees’ protection. This 
solemn obligation transferred to the Iraqi government as part of its sovereign com- 
mitments and the terms of the 2009 United States-Iraq Status of Forces Agreement. 

As the timeline shows, what followed these commitments has been a litany of 
bloodshed and mistreatment at the bidding of the Iranian regime complicit with ele- 
ments of the Iraqi government all too eager to accommodate Iranian wishes. 

I would just emphasize for the Committee the three most lethal events: a ground 
assault on Camp Ashraf that took place on July 2009 in which 12 unarmed resi- 
dents were killed; another attack in April, 2011 in which 36 unarmed resident were 
killed; and a third attack in September, 2013 in which 62 unarmed residents were 
killed. 

Colonel Martin’s testimony covers many other episodes of mistreatment and 
threat inflicted on the MEK during their tenure at Camp Ashraf and over the course 
of their time at Camp Liberty, formerly known as Camp Hurriya. Let me stress 
again Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: the victims were unarmed 
men, women, and children that we promised to protect — a duty vested in the Gov- 
ernment of Iraq upon our departure. 

Despite these atrocities the United States has remained slow, ineffective, and 
even reluctant, in responding to our humanitarian obligation to facilitate the swift 
relocation of tbe refugees out of harm’s way. Unfortunately, this is exactly where 
the Camp Liberty refugees remain today — in harm’s way. 

We can get into all the factors that have held up humanitarian relocation. In part 
it has been complicated by the hesitancy of some refugees to leave brethren behind 
at risk, or to renounce their association with the group which was removed from 
United States and European terrorist lists — a step that required exacting standards 
and findings. 

The primary problem, however, has been our government’s exceedingly slow and 
seemingly indifferent response to our commitments and the refugees’ dangerous sit- 
uation. In part, it’s the product of a complex set of legal circumstances and interpre- 
tations that have been allowed to impede our receiving a fair number here. 

As I mentioned, MEK was once listed as a Tier 1 foreign terrorist organization 
but our government delisted it several years ago and Europe delisted it years before. 
Nevertheless, the Department of Homeland Security now considers the MEK to be 
a Tier III entity on the basis of its past FTO (foreign terrorist organization) designa- 
tion, even though Tier III entities are defined as any group “which engages in” [note 
the use of the present tense] a variety of terrorist activity. 

As I understand it. Tier III organizations are not specifically listed by any United 
States agency, but rather are determined on a case-by-case basis. DHS (Department 
of Homeland Security) apparently has taken the position that it will consider every 
resident in Camp Liberty to be barred from admission to the United States for one 
or more of the following reasons: 

• The individual was a member of a Tier I designated organization during the pe- 
riod of its designation, 

• The individual is currently a member of a Tier III entity, or 

• The individual was or is co-resident with MEK members and thus provided 
“material support” to a Tier I organization during its period of designation (i.e. 
at some point between 1997 - 2012) or to a Tier III entity now. 

Further I’m informed that DHS has offered to consider the admission of persons 
who would (a) renounce any affiliation with the MEK, and (b) promise not to pro- 
vide material support of any kind to the group (this could include advocating for 
U.S. political support of the MEK or NCRI). 

Apparently if a person agrees to renounce the MEK and any future support, but 
is later found to have violated this commitment (even if unwittingly, e.g. by pro- 
viding or accepting material support to or from a MEK member), then that refugee 
is vulnerable to deportation back to his or her country of origin — in this case, Iraq 
or possibly even Iran. 

According to legal counsel there are at least two ways to solve this dilemma. DHS 
could exercise discretion by not designating the MEK as a Tier III entity. Thus per- 
sons currently affiliated with the group could be considered for admission without 
having to renounce any future membership or contact with the organization or its 
members. Alternatively, Congress could enact legislation expressly removing the 
MEK from the Tier I - III designations for the limited purpose of refugee admissi- 
bility of persons affiliated with the group; all other requirements for refugee admis- 
sibility would still apply. 
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I’m not a lawyer. While some may wish to get hung up on the legal complexities, 
others will want to debate the group’s history and structure. We can certainly have 
those discussions. 

What we know is that a lot of things we thought were true about the MEK for 
many years have been investigated in detail, and turn out to be untrue or greatly 
exaggerated. But history aside, even the State Department since 2012 has made 
clear that the National Council of Resistance and its affiliate, the MEK, are entirely 
political in character, and have been engaged in political opposition activities for the 
past 14 years at least. 

It is time our government realized that the Iranian resistance has been misunder- 
stood for many years in Washington due to false information, and they should be 
treated the same as our government would treat the political opposition from any 
country. If there are separate rules that should apply to the MEK, they should be 
preferential, not punitive measures, reflecting the fact that the resistance was the 
first to reveal Iran’s secret nuclear enrichment activities in 2002 and then they 
turned over all their weaponry to American forces in 2003 in return for a commit- 
ment from the United States under international law that they would be protected. 
Every time we have fallen short of fulfilling this commitment, our country’s reputa- 
tion has been diminished, and Iran’s regime has gained leverage against voices call- 
ing for democratic reform. 

None of the falsehoods, distortions, or legal disputes can distract from what re- 
mains an irrefutable obligation: to aid a group of people who have cooperated with 
us, who have helped us, who protected us, who we promised to protect, and who 
remain in mortal danger. That’s why such a large and growing, bi-partisan chorus 
continue to call for action. 

Before further tragedy ensues, we can and we must meet our duty by expedi- 
tiously accepting an appropriate number of the remaining refugees here under fair 
and responsible terms; by exercising our leadership to get allies to do the same; and, 
above all, by keeping a solemn promise we made to friends of the United States be- 
fore further bloodshed is visited on unarmed, vulnerable people. Keeping our prom- 
ises is what good and great countries do. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I’m confident that with your 
insistence we can and will do what’s right. 

Senator McCain. Colonel Martin. 

STATEMENT OF COLONEL WESLEY MARTIN, USA (RET.), 

BOARD OF ADVISORS, U.S. FOUNDATION FOR LIBERTY, AND 

FORMER COMMANDER, FORWARD OPERATING BASE ASHRAF 

Colonel Martin. Chairman McCain, Ranking Member Reed, and 
members of the committee, I thank you for this opportunity to ad- 
dress the situation endured by the residents of Camp Liberty, Iraq. 

Having served as the senior antiterrorism officer for all coalition 
forces Iraq and as the base commander of Camp Ashraf, where the 
residents were located before resettlement to Camp Liberty, I came 
to know and understand them very well. When I was outside the 
perimeter in missions with the residents, I found them to be a solid 
ally. Inside the perimeter, I found them to be a major learning op- 
portunity. 

While serving as the Ashraf base commander, I personally wit- 
nessed the residents doing everything possible to protect and sup- 
port the soldiers and the marines assigned to my base. They pro- 
vided critical intelligence that helped reduce danger to American 
service members. Without their help, I have no doubt that many 
Americans would not have survived their tour of duty. That is a 
debt that we can never repay to these fine people. 

Even concerning logistics, when we were running short of water, 
the residents pumped 50,()00 gallons of water to us every day. 
There was never-ending cooperation between the residents and the 
Americans. With pride, every resident carried a Protected Person 
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identification card issued to them in 2004 by the United States 
Government. 

The MEK was an intelligence source that we didn’t learn fully 
how to use for a long time, even though they were willing to share 
the information. Their relationships in the local area were bringing 
in continual reports of al-Qaeda, Badr Corps, and Mahdi army ac- 
tivities throughout the region. Not until the arrival of the Marine 
Corps Human Exploitation Team were we able to get the informa- 
tion properly into the intelligence network. 

In 2009, the Protected Person Status was revoked without warn- 
ing, and security of the residents was turned over to the Govern- 
ment of Iraq. The United States and the Iraqi governments pro- 
vided written assurances that the residents would be treated with 
full security and full humanity. As you are aware, that has not 
been the case. Three ground attacks at Ashraf and three rocket at- 
tacks at Camp Liberty have resulted in 117 residents killed, every 
one of them a holder of those Protected Person Status cards. 

Per agreement worked out with the Government of Iraq, 100 
residents were approved to remain at Ashraf to serve as property 
custodians when the rest of the residents moved to Camp Liberty. 
The 2013 ground assault resulted in the murder of 52 property 
custodians and the kidnapping of 7 others. At this point, let me 
leave no doubt, per my investigation, there is — the Iraqi govern- 
ment was fully involved, and the Iraqi government conducted those 
murderous assaults, to include the 2013 massacre. 

Senator McCain, it’s my understanding Governor Tom Ridge has 
provided you a copy of this document. 

Senator McCain. He had. 

Colonel Martin. Since the residents relocated to Camp Liberty 
psy-op initiatives by the Iraqi government and the Iranian govern- 
ments have reoccurred. Most recent took place within the past 
month, causing the residents scheduled for relocation to Albania to 
decline safe passage in the face of clear danger to their fellow resi- 
dents remaining in harm’s way. Although it is possible to criticize 
the residents’ actions after much effort to arrange their safe exit 
from Iraq, it is understandable that those bearing tickets to safety 
would feel guilty about abandoning their fellow exiles to a fate sug- 
gested by the same menacing harassment that preceded previous 
slaughters. 

On a daily basis. Liberty residents endure numerous forms of 
harassment. Camp Liberty was never intended to house people 24 
hours a day. It was an area for American soldiers to rest when off 
duty. The infrastructure was never intended to last long and sup- 
port so many people consolidated into such a closed area. The T 
walls that provided shelter from rocket attacks were removed after 
the residents arrived at the camp. Despite what is claimed, the 
residents never wanted those walls removed. The sewage tanks are 
rupturing. Preapproved logistical support items purchased at very 
inflated prices are being denied entry into the camp. Artificial 
delays in being escorted to local hospitals result in missed appoint- 
ments. Several deaths have occurred due to denial of access to 
medical service. There have been at least two food blockades. Their 
vehicles are breaking down, and replacement parts are forbidden 
entry. Ereon and parts for refrigeration are not being allowed into 
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the camp. The harassments continue. They’re not being allowed to 
sell their Ashraf property, as was agreed by the U.N., the United 
States, and the Iraqi government. 

Senator, the residents of Camp Liberty have asked me to provide 
this book to be included in the record of the hearing. It’s titled 
“Property in Ashraf” 

Senator McCain. Without objection. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

Due to the sensitive nature of this book and additional documents provided to the 
Committee. Please contact the Committee’s Security Manager for access. 

Colonel Martin. Thank you, sir. 

As Iraq and the surrounding region face deeper crisis, there re- 
mains the possibility that Camp Ashraf residents can avoid becom- 
ing further casualties in the Iranian-directed aggression, but time 
is surely not on their side. Secretary Kerry has the authority to ac- 
cept the residents into the United States without them having to 
renounce the MEK. The claim that they were once members of a 
terrorist organization is now widely understood and documented to 
have been the result of diplomatically inspired designations in the 
United States and allied countries, all of which have been fully in- 
vestigated and undone by judicial and scholarly review. 

As I close, concerning the future of the residents, former Special 
Representative for the United Nations, Secretary General for Iraq 
Ad Melkert, stated it best, “Hardly has a humanitarian issue been 
politicized as much as this one, yet already for many years the vic- 
tims are not the players. It is essential for the international com- 
munity to understand this and, thus, consider it a duty to inter- 
vene in defense of international law and human rights, regardless 
of political interest or bias. This, therefore, should be the moment 
for government and lawmakers to step up and let reason and com- 
passion prevail.” 

Senator, thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Colonel Martin follows:] 

Prepared Statement by Colonel Wesley Martin 

Chairman McCain, Ranking Member Reed, and Members of the Committee, I 
thank you for this opportunity to address the situation endured by the residents of 
Camp Liberty, Iraq. Having served from 2003 through 2004 as the Senior Anti-Ter- 
rorism Officer for all Coalition Forces in Iraq, from 2005 and into 2006 as the Senior 
Operations Officer for Task Force 134 (Detention Operations), and in 2006 as the 
Base Commander of Camp Ashraf where the residents were located before resettle- 
ment to Camp Liberty I came to know and understand them very well. In 2007, 
after my return to the Pentagon, I commenced fulfilling my promise to the Com- 
manding General of Detention Operations to work directly as his representative 
with U.S. State Department to help develop a long-term solution concerning these 
residents. 

After my retirement from active military service in 2010, I continued to be in- 
volved in seeking resolution. This involvement is not only because it is the right 
thing to do, but for another very important reason. While serving as Ashraf Base 
Commander I personally witnessed the residents doing everjdhing possible to pro- 
tect and support the Soldiers and Marines assigned to my base. They provided crit- 
ical intelligence that helped reduce danger to American service-members. Without 
their help I have no douht many Americans would not have survived their tour of 
duty in Iraq. Even concerning logistics, when we were running short of water, the 
residents pumped to us fifty thousand gallons of water a day. There was never-end- 
ing cooperation between the residents and the Americans. 

Duty my time at Ashraf, I came to know the Mujahedin-e Khalq (MEK) better 
than any other outsider before, and very likely after. I heard the rumors, then pur- 
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sued the facts. I challenged them in debate and listened to them in discussion. Hav- 
ing already been the Antiterrorism/Force Protection Officer for all of Iraq, I had a 
solid understanding of the ever-changing threat. To understand what I was working 
to protect, and from whom, I had done an incredible amount of studying. When I 
was outside the perimeter in missions with the residents, I found them to be a solid 
ally. Inside the perimeter, I found them to be a major learning opportunity. We 
didn’t always agree, but we always respected and trusted each other. 

I first learned about Camp Ashraf and the MEK during my earliest days as the 
Senior Antiterrorism/Force Protection Officer for all coalition forces in Iraq. This 
was in 2003. I assessed all my threat sources, the foreign fighters, in-country insur- 
gents, former regime elements, religious insurgents, hostile tribes, and criminals. 
The residents of Camp Ashraf were not among any of these groups. On closer in- 
spection I realized they were working closely with American forces. Recognizing the 
residents of Camp Ashraf were not a threat I concentrated my attention on real ad- 
versaries who were determined to undermine our mission and kill coalition soldiers. 

In October of 2003 the Commanding General of Detention Operations told me the 
residents could be among the best allies we have in country. With disappointment 
she informed me coalition leadership had yet to figure out how to deal with them, 
and most important to use them as a potential resource — especially in the area of 
intelligence. 

Their name came up again when an officer reported to Coalition Forces J-3 (Oper- 
ations), Major General Tom Miller, that Ashraf residents were constructing combat 
trenches between their camp and the Americans. I checked that rumor out and dis- 
covered the trenches were for the installation of water pipes to handle the surge 
of new residents caused by the consolidation. I had no way of realizing this was just 
the beginning of all the unfounded rumors I would hear about the MEK. Two years 
later, the Ashraf dilemma would play a bigger role in my life when I became the 
Operations Officer for Task Force 134, Detention Operations. Seven months after 
that, it became my main focus when in June of 2006, I became the first colonel to 
serve as base commander of Camp Ashraf. 

One thing that always impressed me in 2006 about Camp Ashraf was how out 
of the desert an oasis was built. Outside of the perimeter fences was barren land. 
Supported by water pumped from two rivers and purified within the compound was 
a well irrigated community. The residents had also set up outlets along the pipeline 
to allow local farmers to draw water for their use. Electricity was provided to all 
camp facilities; a hospital and clinics served not only the residents but anyone who 
showed up at the gates requesting treatment. Each compound had its own bakery 
and dining facility. Each of these had a special food or item that championed over 
the other facilities. They produced their own ice and made their own soft drinks. 
The uniforms they wore were always well-serviced and clean at the beginning of the 
work day. 

I found Camp Ashraf s mosque a testimonial to the organization’s founding prin- 
ciples of tolerance of other religions and races as well as the clergy not possessing 
total control over interpretation of the Quran or the congregations. Constructed with 
the two towers of a Shiite religious center, it was open to all. Sunni residents of 
the local area were welcome to come and worship. Americans and all other nation- 
alities of any faith were welcome to come inside the mosque. Unknown to the out- 
side world, one of the biggest celebrations of the year at Ashraf is Christmas. This 
may seem strange to outsiders, but any resident of Ashraf is always ready to point 
out that Christ is the second prophet. 

As base commander, I moved out to develop a professional relationship and gain 
a thorough understanding of this organization. What I found is the vast bulk of pro- 
claimed knowledge among the Americans concerning the MEK was basically ru- 
mors. No one had attempted to study the history of the organization. It was almost 
like Greek mythology. The unknown was explained with stories passed on from one 
to another. By western standards, their way of life is considered strange, if not bi- 
zarre, but that doesn’t make them bad people. They do live a Spartan life and have 
a closed society. Men and women live separate of each other. Makeup is not worn. 
At the time of my presence, all of the membership wore uniforms. Women have the 
key leadership roles of running the organization. They do have a strong allegiance 
to Massoud and Maryam Rajavi. 

Often their understanding of western attitudes and perceptions is as weak as our 
understanding of what they think and feel. It is easier for westerners who don’t un- 
derstand them to simplify the situation by proclaiming the MEK to be a cult. I have 
had many detailed conversations and debates with them. They have even asked me 
about the cult label and how they could improve the outside perception of them- 
selves. Often the advice I gave was very hard and direct. To their credit, they ac- 
cepted the advice and frequently exercised the guidance I provided. 
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Unfortunately, while serving as base commander, both the MEK and I had to put 
up with occasional visits from a State Department representative who would come 
in with her own prejudice and refuse to even listen to what anyone else said — to 
include Americans. The most disastrous visit by this representative occurred during 
the same time I was back in Baghdad taking care of several other responsibilities. 
Upon my return, I found myself having to go visit every compound this representa- 
tive had toured and mitigate every offensive remark she made and unwarranted ac- 
tion she conducted. 

Perhaps the most blatant and irresponsible rumor that came out of State Depart- 
ment occurred in the fall of 2006. An urgent warning came through that the MEK 
was recruiting Iraqis by the hundreds and training them at a specific compound. 
My unannounced inspection of this compound revealed a handful of local Iraqi work- 
ers. The MEK hired local labor because there was always too much work at Ashraf 
for the membership to perform. Should the workers come and go every day, their 
chances of getting caught by the Shiite death squads were that much greater. The 
workers preferred to come and go once a week and deliver the earnings to their fam- 
ilies. Having seen enough to realize that once again I was chasing State Department 
swamp gas, I started to leave the compound. My MEK escort interrupted my depar- 
ture and stated that there was another building to examine. I assured him between 
what I already witnessed, and his willingness to show more, I was convinced there 
was no reason to look further. 

Another rumor concerned the MEK keeping people against their will. They did 
have concertina wire fences between their compound and ours. To the outside, it ap- 
peared they were trying to keep people in. Upon much closer examination and expe- 
rience, I came to realize that they didn’t want anyone to defect from the organiza- 
tion without being debriefed and carrying in their possession sensitive documents 
or information. In one case, the MEK took me to a compound they had for people 
wishing to leave. One person was living the good life there and didn’t want to leave. 
He was being cared for with meals and lodging, but didn’t have to work for his keep. 
MEK leadership asked me to talk to him and convince him to come over to our de- 
fector camp. Unfortunately, I was unsuccessful. This person had the best of both 
worlds and didn’t want to give it up. Using the logic of Husain, the Prophet’s grand- 
son, the night before the Battle of Karbala in 680 AD, MEK leadership told their 
membership, “We will turn out the lights.” Anyone wishing to leave had that choice. 
MEK leadership just wanted to know about the departure before it happened. 

One unexpected defection afforded me the opportunity to negate another rumor: 
that the MEK were sneaking out of Camp Ashraf without our knowledge to conduct 
business and undermine the Iraqi government. Having shown up unexpectedly in 
the middle of the night, this man caught both the Americans and MEK by surprise. 
The MEK accepted my doing the debriefing of this person who was now under our 
control. They accepted my word that he didn’t bring any sensitive documents, only 
himself. This person’s former role was to do the shopping and bank business trips 
to Baghdad while under American oversight. When I interviewed him, he made it 
clear he wanted nothing more to do with the MEK. He was just tired and wanted 
a new life. That simple. I then specifically asked him if the MEK were leaving camp 
without our knowledge. Even though he was dissatisfied with his former organiza- 
tion, he assured me they were not violating any of our rules and were complying 
with everything we mandated. That conversation, and many other events, further 
proved to me that the MEK was fulfilling the spirit and intent of every requirement 
placed on them by the Americans. 

The MEK was an intelligence source that we didn’t learn to fully use for a long 
time, even though they were willing to share information. This is the organization 
that made the world aware that the Iranian government was conducting nuclear re- 
search operations. Their relationships in the local area were bringing in continual 
reports of al-Qaeda, Badr Corps, and Mahdi Army activities throughout the region. 
Not until the arrival of the Marine Corps Human Exploitation Team were we able 
to get that information into the intelligence network. I was always amazed at the 
amount of information they were able to extract out of Iran. One instance was the 
result of a conversation in Baghdad between that same State Department represent- 
ative and a senior Iraqi official. When the conversation was over, the Iraqi official 
filed his report to Tehran. Within two weeks, all the details of the conversation were 
handed to me by the residents. 

As previously mentioned, upon my return to the Pentagon, I began working with 
State Department representatives in Washington, D.C. to properly address the 
Ashraf issue. What I found were the two primary people at Foggy Bottom respon- 
sible for the MEK had almost no working knowledge of the organization. The first 
two meetings I had with them, and several other people in attendance, concerned 
presenting a time-line history of the organization from its earliest days and going 
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over about sixty photographs I had taken concerning all aspects of Camp Ashraf and 
its residents. The State Department representatives had no idea what the member- 
ship looked like, the uniforms they wore, the layout of the compound, the existence 
of an industrial compound where trailer homes were being manufactured, the fact 
they ran their water through a treatment plant before consumption, had medical fa- 
cilities, and ate their meals in dining facilities. They did know a lot of the rumors, 
but almost none of the facts. 

Finally we got to the issues concerning the MEK. The biggest one was the accept- 
ed-as-fact rumor that in years past the MEK had attacked the Kurds. I produced 
a letter from Hoshyer Zebari, head of Kurdistan Democratic Party International Re- 
lations, clearly stating this did not occur. This was checked out by having their 
counterparts in Baghdad talk to Mr. Zebari. I was later assured by my Eoggy Bot- 
tom counterparts that Mr. Zebari confirmed my information to be true. Yet, several 
months later when the annual report on terrorism was released by the State De- 
partment, the accusation for attacking the Kurds was not removed. I questioned the 
same people I had been dealing with and was informed that they don’t communicate 
with the people who put out the annual report. 

Another issue that has plagued the MEK is the Marxist label. While the MEK 
worked for more openness in Islam, the Marxist element discarded Islam in favor 
of Marxism. The hest analysis to this situation was provided by former Undersecre- 
tary of State George Ball in his August 19, 1981 Washington Post article. Mr. Ball 
stated, “ . . . The sloppy press habit of dismissing the Mujahedeen as leftists badly 
confuses the problem ... Its intention is to replace the current backward Islamic re- 
gime with a modernized Shiite Islam drawing its egalitarian principalities from 
Koranic Sources rather than Marx ..." 

The leadership of the Ashraf have expressed their willingness to leave Iraq and 
go elsewhere. The problem is they have almost no place to go. The U.S. State De- 
partment removed the MEK from the Foreign Terrorist Organization (FTO) list only 
because the D.C. Courts of Appeals mandated the legal process for challenging des- 
ignations would be followed. I was in the court room and watched Justice Depart- 
ment attorney Robert Loeb repeat Ambassador Daniel Benjamin’s earlier comment 
to Congressman Poe that Camp Ashraf had never been searched for weapons. Briga- 
dier General David Phillips and I looked at each other and quietly remarked, ’What 
was it we did?” Camp Ashraf had been searched by American forces several times. 
It had also been searched by Iraqi forces with dogs in 2009 and I have a copy of 
the letter from the Iraqi military stating no weapons were found. When Dave Phil- 
lips and I returned to looking at the front of the court room we realized one of the 
justices had watched us. 

The D.C. Court of Appeals passed a good ruling. If State Department did not ful- 
fill within four months the administrative process requirements for a designated or- 
ganization to challenge the FTO listing, then the Court of Appeals would remove 
the designation. Without the evidence to maintain the organization on the FTO list, 
less than 100 hours prior to the D.C. Court of Appeals mandate to follow the law, 
Secretary Clinton removed the organization for the terrorist listing. 

Also it was during this time period that an artificial requirement was place on 
the MEK. State Department mandated that for the residents to be delisted, they 
would need to vacate Camp Ashraf. Since the transfer of Camp Ashraf security from 
American to Iraqi forces in February 2009 — with a statement of overwhelming con- 
fidence from Ambassador James Jeffries to Senator John McCain, that the Iraqi 
government would not harm the residents — three ground assaults on Camp Ashraf 
have been conducted: July 28-29, 2009 (12 residents killed); April 8, 2011 (36 
killed); and September 1, 2013 (52 killed). 

In 2012, movement of the residents from Camp Ashraf to Camp Liberty (directly 
east of Baghdad International Airport) commenced. Per agreement worked out be- 
tween the Government of Iraqi (GOI), MEK, United Nations Assistance Mission 
Iraqi (led by Ambassador Martin Kobler), and United States State Department (led 
by Ambassador Daniel Eried), one hundred residents were approved to remain at 
Ashraf to serve as property custodians. The 2013 ground assault resulted in the 
murder of fifty-two property custodians and the kidnapping of seven others. The re- 
maining property custodians were transferred to Camp Liberty within a week after 
the assault. 

From the September 1, 2013 ground assault the bodies of the murdered were 
barely cold before U.S. State Department representatives made a statement that is 
not supported by facts, specifically, “There is no evidence the Iraqi Government was 
involved in the Ashraf massacre.” The truth is as follows: 
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• Diyala Province Police Commander, General Jamil al-Shemeri, arrived at the 
Iraqi compound overlooking the residents’ area six hours prior to attack com- 
mencement. 

• In a multi-prong approach, the assault forces crossed over the Iraqi-controlled 
berm and entered the residents’ compound. 

• Assault force members were wearing the exact uniform of Iraqi Special Forces. 
Additional accessories to the standard green uniforms and white hats were face 
masks and weapon silencers. 

• At the time of the massacre this organization was assigned to Iraqi Prime Min- 
ister/Minister of Defense/Minister of Interior Nouri al-Maliki. The assault was 
very professionally accomplished, displaying extensive preparation and coordi- 
nation. 

• In plain view of Iraqi manned watch-towers surrounding Camp Ashraf, the as- 
sault force moved steadily, but not showing excessive speed. They knew they 
were not going to be interrupted. At no time, despite all the noise from the ex- 
plosions and smoke rising out of the compound, was a protective response force 
dispatched from the Iraqi military base located immediately north of the resi- 
dents’ area. 

• American-made military explosives were among the ordnance used in this at- 
tack. In addition to obvious United States military training, tactics and knowl- 
edge gained through ten years of War on Terrorism in Iraq were applied by the 
assault force. 

• Of the murdered, six were killed in the medical facility while being treated for 
wounds just received. Also machine-gunned was the nurse administering treat- 
ment. Even after being wounded, or already dead, residents were again shot in 
the head, face, or neck. Numerous residents were shot in the backs of their 
heads while their hands were secured by handcuffs and/or plastic zipcuffs. Sen- 
ior leaders, Zohre Ghaemy and Hossein Madani, were shot multiple times in the 
head. Attackers knew exactly which victims were principle targets. 

• After two hours of killing, the assault force departed to the north and re-en- 
tered the Iraqi government compound. Left behind were 52 dead residents. The 
bus used to remove the seven hostages from Camp Ashraf was driven directly 
back to the Iraqi compound and remained parked outside an Iraqi building. As 
mentioned before, all of the deceased had been issued “Protected Person Status” 
cards by the United States Government. 

Not one single survivor was interviewed by anyone other than MEK representa- 
tives. Not interviewed that is until January 17, 2015 in Tirana, Albania when I sat 
down with Ashraf survivor Hassam Hamedi. Mr Hamedi revealed some additional 
truths that were never before revealed: 

• In days leading up to the attack, some former Camp Ashraf residents were seen 
on the berms with Iraqi forces conducting reconnaissance of the camp. 

• Ashraf residents had been warned there was a build-up of GOI forces inside the 
Iraqi compound and something bad was about to happen. 

• Five Iraqi policemen (three in standard uniforms and two in trainee uniforms) 
watched from the roof of the water purification station as the entire massacre 
unfolded. 

Another fact pointed out in my interview with Mr Hamedi, and later confirmed 
to me as already being known by United States State Department, was that a 
former Ashraf resident who accepted transfer from Camp Liberty to the Iranian 
Ministry of Intelligence Hotel Mohjaer accompanied the assault force throughout the 
massacre. When the massacre was over, the defector commenced walking back to- 
ward the Iraqi compound with the assault force. At that time, a member of the as- 
sault force walked up from behind, put a gun to the defector’s head, and fired. Acid 
was then poured onto the face of the deceased defector and his body was left where 
it fell. 

In 2013, three indirect fire operations were conducted against the residents at 
Camp Liberty: February 9th (8 residents killed), April 29th (3 killed), and December 
26th (3 killed immediately and 1 later dying as a result of the attack). Concerning 
the rocket attacks, each time Camp Liberty has been struck. United States State 
Department has worked to deflect attention away from the Iraqi government, spe- 
cifically Nouri al-Maliki. In each case United States Baghdad Embassy and Foggy 
Bottom immediately embraced statements by militia organizations claiming respon- 
sibility. Three facts remain: 

• There was no free movement around central Iraq in 2013. Al-Maliki had mili- 
tary checkpoints established every 300 yards throughout the Baghdad and 
Baghdad International Airport (BIAP) region. 
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• In 2013 militias did not drive around freely with 280 mm rockets mounted on 
their vehicles. 

• The June 15, 2013 attack was claimed by Iraqi Hezbollah Commander al- 
Battat. Problem is that in claiming responsibility, al-Battat severely under- 
stated the number of rockets fired at the camp. The real person responsible 
would have known the exact count. 

The combined casualties of these six attacks are 100 killed, hundreds wounded, 
and 7 kidnapped to never be heard from again. Furthermore, due to transportation 
harassment resulting in denial of access to medical treatment, 12 more residents 
have died at Camp Liberty. To associate these statistics to real people names of all 
the deceased are provided. This “roll-call” does not include the hundreds wounded 
and maimed during the aforementioned attacks. Every person killed in these at- 
tacks had been granted “Protected Person Status” by the United States Government 
in 2004. 

Since the residents relocated to Camp Liberty PsyOp initiatives by the Iraqi and 
Iranian governments have recurred. The most recent took place within the past 
month, causing residents scheduled for relocation to Albania to decline safe passage 
in the face of clear danger to their fellow residents remaining in harm’s way. Al- 
though it is possible to criticize the residents’ actions after much effort to arrange 
their safe exit from Iraq, it is understandable that those bearing tickets to safety 
would feel guilty abandoning their fellow exiles to a fate suggested by the same 
menacing harassment that preceded previous slaughters. 

Both the United States and the Iraqi Governments provided written assurances 
to the residents that their safety, security and humane treatment would be a pri- 
ority as long as they remained in Iraq. It is also indisputable that on multiple occa- 
sions Ambassador Martin Kobler, Special Representative of Secretary General 
(SRSG) of the U.N., and Ambassador Fried of the Department of State provided 
similar assurances to our bipartisan political, diplomatic and military group, pledges 
that proved to be the catalyst to persuade the residents to leave their longtime 
home at Camp Ashraf and accept the accommodation being promised by the U.N. 
and U.S. at Camp Liberty. 

Nor were these the only U.N. and U.S. assurances on which the residents relied. 
Both U.N. Ambassador Kobler and U.S. Ambassador Fried assured the residents 
that sale of Camp Ashraf property would be allowed, which is why 100 residents 
were authorized to remain behind at Camp Liberty, protecting the valuable indus- 
trial and technological assets along with many vehicles and personal property not 
allowed to go with the residents to Camp Liberty. The bodies of the 2013 massacre 
victims were hardly cold before plundered Camp Ashraf vehicles were seen being 
driven through Baghdad. There is little doubt the buildings have been thoroughly 
looted. Yet, not a single dinar has been paid to the residents. The residents are al- 
ready being charged inflated prices for life support goods and services. They are also 
having to pay the resettlement costs in Albania and other countries. The lack of ef- 
fective commitment and action by the United States Government and the United 
Nations has allowed the Iraqi government to impose an onerous financial burden 
on the Iranian Resistance, a goal no doubt supported if not inspired by the fun- 
damentalist regime in Tehran as a continuation of its long and bloody campaign 
against the unarmed political resistance in exile. 

Further assurances were made that no MOIS presence would occur at Camp Lib- 
erty. Ambassador Kobler wrote to the Residents stating “in respect to your concern 
on the presence of any foreign presence inside Camp Liberty, the Gol has assured 
us that there will be no foreign presence inside Camp Liberty” (February 15, 2012). 
In response to similar concerns raised by the residents about the agents appearing 
in Camp Ashraf, or UNAMI facilitating their presence around Camp Liberty, 
Gyorgy Busztin, Deputy SRSG, wrote to the residents’ representative that the Gov- 
ernment of Iraq “categorically denied that there would be Iranian agents lurking 
around Camp Ashraf and stated very forcefully that even raising such an assump- 
tion is an insult to their national sovereignty.” He added, “Further, I can assure you 
with absolute certainty that UNAMI is not ferrying anybody to Camp Liberty under 
any guise.” We repeat these words because they are utterly irreconcilable with the 
actual situation in and around Camp Liberty. 

As we meet today, the residents are subjected to never ending harassment by the 
Iraqi Intelligence Corps officers conducting camp oversight. They are blocked from 
properly removing sewage from the camp, they are denied receipt of all the 
preapproved life support property, medical patients are harassed and denied timely 
departure from the camp resulting in missed appointments, periodically they endure 
total blockades to include food, repair parts for their already worn out vehicles are 
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required to age just outside the gate, they are prevented from receiving building ma- 
terials to better their existence, and the list goes on. 

Meanwhile, the United Nations Support Mission, depended on approval of the 
Iraqi Government to remain in country, constantly accepts Iraqi Intelligence Corps 
officers’ lies and slander. This is in turn passed on to United States Baghdad Em- 
bassy and forwarded to Foggy Bottom. The more ridiculous the more believed. Case 
in point: Iraqi officers claimed the residents were tunneling out of the camp to go 
join the Islamic State. The reality is moderate Shiites are not going to be welcomed 
by radical Sunnis. Furthermore, the water table under Liberty is six feet down. As 
I pointed out when this rumor surfaced, unless the residents were getting assistance 
from Moses then they were not going to be tunneling through water. One slanderous 
rumor is put to rest, another surfaces. 

One of the biggest problems endured by the residents of Camp Liberty is their 
being on the end of “reverse-engineered intelligence.” The rumors and misinforma- 
tion about the residents of Camp Liberty never end. In part this is caused by the 
United States Embassy staff never leaving the safety of Baghdad’s Green Zone to 
find out what is really happening at Liberty. Sources of misinformation start with 
the Iraqi military intelligence officers and, in turn, that information being embraced 
by UNj^I. 

We promised them in writing protected person status. We even issued them iden- 
tification cards which they carried with pride. Without warning, in 2009 that status 
was revoked. We promised them expedited resettlement if they would leave Camp 
Ashraf and move to Camp Liberty. They have been at Camp Liberty over three 
years. Ambassador Dan Fried personally promised regular and frequent U.S. Em- 
bassy visits to Camp Liberty. Except for visits following slaughters, visits have aver- 
aged about one every six months. Concerning the United States Embassy in Bagh- 
dad, one resident told it to me this way, ’When they need something from us, we 
see them. When we need something from them, we get nothing.” This is a never 
ending story. For the residents it does not stop. It just drags on with the residents 
constantly being criticized and slandered. 

As Iraq and the surrounding region face deeper crisis, there remains the possi- 
bility that the Camp Liberty residents can avoid becoming further casualties of Ira- 
nian-directed aggression, but time is surely not on their side. Secretary Kerry has 
stated that the United States will accept refugees from Syria. The Liberty residents 
have proven their bona fides, cooperating steadfastly with our own Soldiers and Ma- 
rines at Camp Ashraf. This is attested by the American commanders who stand up 
for them. Secretary Kerry has the authority to accept into the United States the 
residents of Camp Liberty without the residents having to renounce their lifetimes 
of conscientious objection to religious tyranny in Iran. The claim that they were once 
members of a terrorist organization is now widely understood and documented to 
have been the result of diplomatically inspired designations in the US and allied 
countries, all of which have been fully investigated and undone by judicial and 
scholarly review. 

Reason and compassion do not prevail in anything pertaining to Camp Liberty. 
Political agendas, political careers, and personal bias are united in preventing a 
proper solution, especially on the part of U.S. State Department employees. Mean- 
while, U.S. House of Representatives Resolution 3707, “To ensure the emergency 
protection of Iranian dissidents living in Camp Liberty/Hurriya and to provide for 
their admission as refugees to the United States” was introduced December 11, 
2013. Today, fifteen months later, it still remains untouched in committee. 

Concerning the future of the residents, former Special representative of the U.N. 
Secretary-General for Iraq, Ad Melkelt, stated it best: “Hardly has a humanitarian 
issue been politicized as this one. Yet already for many years the victims are not the 
players. It is essential for the international community to understand this and thus 
consider it a duty to intervene in defense of international law and human rights, re- 
gardless of political interest or bias. This, therefore, should be the moment for gov- 
ernments and lawmakers to step up and let reason and compassion prevail.” 

Senator McCain. Thank you. 

I thank the witnesses. 

There is language in the defense authorization bill, which we’ll 
be voting on this afternoon, that calls for the kind of actions that 
the witnesses have today. 

Colonel Martin, did you personally provide this card to the resi- 
dents at the camp? 
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Colonel Martin. Sir, that was provided by General Dave Phillips 
in 2004. I had finished up my tour of duty 

Senator McCain. Did that 

Colonel Martin. — as the Antiterrorism 

Senator McCain. Did that card specifically guarantee those indi- 
viduals safety? 

Colonel Martin. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCain. In other words, the word of the United States 
of America that they would be protected. 

Colonel Martin. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCain. General Jones, in the last few days, we have 
seen — actually, a couple of weeks — a announcement by the Iraqi 
government that they will be having an intel-sharing arrangement 
with Russia, Syria, Iraq, and Iran. Then we hear, just today or yes- 
terday, that Prime Minister Abadi is saying he would welcome Rus- 
sian air strikes into Iraq against Islamic State in Iraq and Syria 
(ISIS). Does this indicate to you the increasing influence of Iran in 
the affairs of Iraq? Where does it leave — oh, and — a Shiite leader 
yesterday was quoted as saying that the United States airstrikes 
were ineffective, so, therefore, they needed the Iranian assistance 
and the Russian assistance. What is your assessment of the Ira- 
nian influence now in Iraq and how it may more endanger the lives 
and welfare of the residents of the camp? 

General Jones. Sir, I — as I mentioned in my prepared remarks, 
I was present when the former King of Saudi Arabia issued his 
warning about then-Prime Minister Maliki, which was proven to be 
correct. It was my hope that the new Prime Minister and the lead- 
er of Iraq would have shown more appreciation for the sacrifice 
that was made on behalf of his country by the United States. I 
think that such statements are not only insulting to our commit- 
ment, but also just show — show just how deeply the Iranian influ- 
ence has permeated the — Baghdad — the capital of Iraq and its 
leadership, unfortunately. 

Senator McCain. Would — suppose that the Russians begin air at- 
tacks in Iraq. What — one, what does that mean? Two, what should 
the United States reaction be? 

General Jones. Well, the United — in my view, it means, unless 
the Russians agree to join the international coalition and cooperate 
under the Air Tasking Orders and bring a certain military com- 
petence and coordination to the fore, you run the risk of having 
chaos in the skies. The United States — with all due respect, the 
United States should do everything in its power, I think, to avert 
that situation and make sure that what’s happening in Syria does 
not happen in the skies of — over Iraq, regardless of whether the 
Prime Minister welcomes the addition of the Russians. 

Senator McCain. But, he does have a point about the effective- 
ness of the air campaign against ISIS. 

General Jones. Yes. It does, in the sense that the United States 
has made its decision as to what it’s going to do. My understanding 
is that we are relooking at our commitment, and we’ll hopefully 
ramp it up a little bit more. As you know, my personal belief is 
that the longest road to victory here is purely an air campaign. 
But, if that’s all we have, then we ought to make it a massive air 
campaign. 
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Senator McCain. Didn’t we learn in a camp — in a conflict that 
you and I were long ago engaged, that incrementalism doesn’t work 
and air campaigns alone don’t work? 

General Jones. That’s correct. 

Senator McCain. Senator Reed. 

Senator Reed. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, gentlemen, for your testimony. 

Senator Lieberman or General Jones or Colonel Martin, is there 
a plan existent today to transfer these individuals from Camp Lib- 
erty to safe havens around the globe? Is there no plan? 

Senator Lieberman. Yeah. So, I’ll start and then yield to my col- 
leagues. 

My impression is that there’s not really a plan. It’s had a stop- 
and-start quality to it, depending on a lot else going on. Also, my 
understanding is — and Colonel Martin and maybe General Jones 
can speak to this — that the MEK has actually been financing the 
resettlement of people from Camp Liberty, and they’ve reached the 
limit of what they can do. That’s why one of the requests now is 
that we use our influence on the Iraqi government to allow the peo- 
ple in Liberty who have title to property in Ashraf to sell it. They 
lived in a beautiful town in Diyala Province when they got — as part 
of this deal we talked about, got moved out. So, no, I don’t see a 
real plan, and certainly not one that’s financed. 

The other thing that Colonel Martin, I believe, testified to, 
there’s a lot of loyalty to one another at Camp Liberty, and there’s 
a fear of some of the people leaving, and leaving a lot of others be- 
hind and, they think, making them more vulnerable. So, the ideal 
would be a mass departure from the camp. 

Colonel Martin, do you want to add to that? 

Senator Reed. Can I just interject one point 

Senator Lieberman. Yeah, I’m sorry. 

Senator Reed. — so that both you and Colonel Martin and the 
General can comment, is that — and again, this might — my under- 
standing — correct it if it’s inaccurate — is that there was a signifi- 
cant movement of members of the MEK to Albania 

Senator Lieberman. Right. 

Senator Reed. — initially. 

Senator Lieberman. The largest group. 

Senator Reed. Largest group. Then, from there, there was a — 
they moved to other places that were accommodating. Does it make 
sense to — if we’re eventually getting down, I hope, to the stage of 
planning to focus not only an ultimate destination, but a place 
where a large number could leave, so, therefore, they wouldn’t have 
to leave behind friends and family, et cetera, and then from there 
begin to share the disposition of the personnel? 

But, with that interjection. Colonel Martin. 

Colonel Martin. Sir, thank you. 

As of right now, 800 residents have been resettled out of the 
camp. Considering it’s taken 3 years and we were assured by Am- 
bassador — U.N. Ambassador Martin Kohler and U.S. Ambassador 
Dan Eried that it would be a temporary transit location, and they 
would quickly be expedited. General Jones and I were on the tele- 
phone calls with Dan Eried when he said, “As fast as the residents 
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come in, it’ll be like a conveyor belt, they’ll be going out.” That 
didn’t happen, sir. 

To answer the question, right now, in addition to the 800 reset- 
tled, 480 more are scheduled to go ahead and depart Camp Liberty 
and go to Albania. Asking them to renounce their conscience and — 
Senator McCain, you know better than anybody else in this room 
what it’s like to be in a military prison and you’re bonded to the 
people beside you. To tell them, “Well, you have to leave. You don’t 
know what’s going to happen to the other people,” that caused 
them a pause. Fortunately, working with Jonathan Winer at the 
State Department, Maryam Radjavi, Senator Torricelli, and others, 
we were able to get past that, and the resettlement process has 
begun again. But, they have been resettling in small amounts. 

The United States — my position is, and I’ve polled — and behind 
me are a bunch of people that would accept two or three residents 
all across the United States. We could take all 2,400 residents left 
right now, and bring them to safe haven. It can be done, sir. 

Senator Reed. But, it requires, one, a plan, and, two, some re- 
sources to get that plan going. I think, again, just from my perspec- 
tive, the — if there was a transition point — not an end point, but a 
transition point — that might be helpful to all concerned, because 
it’ll allow a lot of security checks as well as immediately moving 
people out in a much safer environment so that they could be 
placed. 

Colonel Martin. Sir, the security checks have already heen done 
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), twice. The FBI came 
in, in 2004, and did a thorough investigation, convinced they were 
going to find residents at that camp involved in terrorism. The FBI 
cleared all of them and said, “No, they’re not.” Even one of the 
strongest defenders of our group is former FBI Director Louis 
Freeh, and he has gone through and said they’re not terrorists, as 
well. The security checks have been done. 

Senator Reed. Very good. 

Colonel Martin. The real issue — and Secretary Kerry has the au- 
thority right now to say, “I waive this, bring them in.” 

Senator Reed. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Lieberman. Senator Reed, let me — I’d just add that I 
think this requirement that these people, who have been very loyal 
to the United States, renounce membership in a group that is off 
the terrorist list — and there really is some question about whether 
it ever should have been on there — is unfair to them, and it’s an 
unnecessary obstacle to a group of people who are very loyal to 
America, who I think would — and have family and friends, includ- 
ing people here in the room today, who would take them in and, 
I think, would make a great contribution to our country. So, I’m 
not sure what can be done, but I wish, together, we could find a 
way to get the U.S. Government to stop, essentially, requiring the 
rejection of a previous status that no longer is accepted by Amer- 
ican law. 

Senator Reed. Thank you. 

Senator McCain. Senator Tillis. 

General Jones. If I could just add to that, we wouldn’t be sitting 
here today if we just had an airlift a couple of years ago. The — 
there’s just some other points that just, I think, are outrageous. 
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The officers — the Iraqi officers that led the attack on Camp Ashraf 
and killed — responsible for killing men, women, and children — are 
the ones that deal with Camp Liberty today. When you talk about 
an insult — adding insult to injury, it’s incredible. I just find it un- 
believable that this problem has not been resolved 3 or 4 years ago. 
Although the numbers are going down, and the Albanian govern- 
ment deserves a lot of credit — and, by the way, the cost for reloca- 
tion is being borne by the MEK. It’s not being borne by us, it’s not 
being borne by the U.N. The money has been allocated — I forget 
the number, but it’s — $20 million, so far, out of their funds to relo- 
cate their wives or their brothers, their sisters, their family mem- 
bers, and their colleagues. 

I think that — I just think the United States should show more 
responsibility for the commitment we made, and should exert more 
leadership in bringing this to a close. 

Senator Reed. Thank you. 

Senator McCain. That’s very eloquent. 

Senator McCain. Senator Tillis. 

Senator Tillis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Gentlemen, thank you all for being here. 

Colonel Martin, I’d like to start with you. Could you give me 
some sense — and I know that maybe your time there is somewhat 
dated, but give me some sense of what the — a day would be like 
for the some-2,400 people that are still in Iraq. 

Colonel Martin. I can do that, sir, because I am in continual con- 
tact with the residents; and, when I talk to them on the phone, 
when I get their emails, I — their faces automatically pop up in my 
memory. 

When I was the senior operations officer for detention operations, 
I lived at Camp Liberty. As I’ve mentioned, that camp was not de- 
signed for housing people 24 hours a day. Their daily life is one 
that they make it, make it useful. They keep themselves physically 
fit. They’re always building upon the camp to make it better. 

Unfortunately, they’re living in a life of tyranny. I remember, 
back in the ’70s, there used to be this little cartoon of a pair of 
goldfish in a blender, and they’re in the water, and there’s a little 
button for the blender, waiting for it to be turned on. One goldfish 
says to the other, “I can’t handle the stress.” That’s what it re- 
minds me of for the residents. They make the best of the situation, 
but they’re living under a dark cloud of tyranny. They’re being de- 
nied critical resources, over and over. 

Senator Tillis. Well, I want to be clear, then. So, they’re living 
in horrible conditions every day, worrying about whether or not 
they’re going to be alive the following day. These are people who 
peacefully disarmed 

Colonel Martin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tillis. — and protected American soldiers when we came 
into Iraq. We made a promise that we would take care of them. 

Colonel Martin. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Tillis. Senator Lieberman, about — sometime in Sep- 
tember, Secretary Kerry said that we were going to allow the relo- 
cation of, I believe, 75,000 refugees from various countries. A cou- 
ple of weeks later, he said it would be 85,000, and that that was 
a floor, and that at least 10,000 of those would be Syrian refugees 
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fleeing the Assad regime and the violence in Syria. What would 
lead Secretary Kerry to such — to the conclusion that these people — 
and incidentally, those 85,000 that we’re talking about bringing in 
this country haven’t been vetted. We don’t know who they are. 
We’ve got to protect the safety and security of America, and we 
should absolutely welcome refugees that are fleeing hostile re- 
gimes. 

Colonel Martin, you said that the FBI’s vetted this population 
twice. 

Colonel Martin. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Tillis. Senator Lieberman, can you give me any idea of 
why our Secretary of State would take a position that he’s taken 
today, with the imminent threat that these men and women and 
children face every single day? Why are they different, and why 
can’t they be included in this some- 6,000 more unallocated refu- 
gees that the capacity that the administration says that they want 
to make available to get people to a safer place — why on earth are 
we even having to have this discussion? 

Senator Lieberman. Well, I totally agree with you. There’s — to 
me, there’s not. Senator, an acceptable answer to that question. I 
mean, they’re — these are people seeking political asylum. They 
have proven their loyalty to the United States of America, beyond 
what we could imagine. They have been vetted. The problem 
here — and this is why the fact that this committee is holding this 
hearing and that so many of you have been advocates for the resi- 
dents of Camp Liberty is so important, because they could easily — 
these people are pawns of a larger power struggle in which Iran, 
which despises them and wants to get rid of them, whenever it has 
the opportunity to exercise influence, including in international di- 
plomacy and, of course, with Iraq — Iran’s the big country next door. 
It’s now — it has political influence in Iraq. It’s providing arms, et 
cetera, et cetera. So, you can imagine, without having a conspiracy 
theory, that they are behind what — a lot of what’s happened in — 
what’s happening to the residents. But, that shouldn’t affect us. 
We’re the United States of America. Remember the words on the 
Statue of Liberty about the masses yearning to be free. Boy, if that 
was ever true, it is this group. 

Senator, your comparison of what Secretary Kerry said of these 
2,400 or 2,500 is very powerful. They ought to be put at the top 
of that list. 

Senator Tillis. They’re fully vetted. 

Senator Lieberman. Yeah. 

Senator Tillis. They’re people who have been friends of the 
United States. 

Senator Lieberman. Right. 

Senator Tillis. They’re in an area where they, every single day, 
face an existential threat. This administration doesn’t recognize 
that that 

Their policy right now is despicable, and I appreciate Senator 
McCain holding this hearing. I think we need to put the pressure 
on. This is wrong. It’s not what America stands for. 

Senator Lieberman. Thank you. 

Senator Tillis. Thank you. 

Senator McCain. Senator Manchin. 
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Senator Manchin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all — I’m trying to get my head around all of this and 
what’s going on, and I think I got a little bit of a flow of it. What 
has happened to the leader of MEK? I know Maryam Radjavi is 
the 

Senator Lieberman. Right. 

Senator Manchin. — leader now. What happened to her husband, 
Massoud? We haven’t heard from him since 2003. Does anybody 
know what happened to him? 

Colonel Martin. Sir, he was wounded in an attack. And 

Senator Manchin. Is he alive? Is he still alive? 

Colonel Martin. The information I have, yes, sir. 

Senator Manchin. Is he in the camp? Camp Liberty? 

Colonel Martin. No, sir, he is not. 

Senator Manchin. In the United States? 

Colonel Martin. No, sir. 

Senator Manchin. He’s somewhere. 

Colonel Martin. He’s in — the information I’ve been provided, he’s 
in France. 

Senator Manchin. He’s not consider the leader anymore? 

Colonel Martin. He is still the co-leader with Maryam Radjavi. 

Senator Manchin. But, she’s the front person. 

Colonel Martin. She is the person that is with all the activities, 
all the events, yes, sir. She is the leader. 

Senator Manchin. Let me ask another — and. General Jones, this 
might be to you — in your testimony, you cite that the three most 
lethal events occurred between 2009 and 2013 during Prime Min- 
ister Maliki’s time in office. Since Prime Minister Abadi took office 
in 2014, have there been any changes to the situation at Camp Lib- 
erty when it comes to the security or resettlement? Have you seen 
any changes? 

General Jones. I’d defer to Wes for the details, but, you know, 
I think the attacks have been less — lessened. But, the fact that 
they — the Iraqis’ military who are regularly in the camp are still 
the ones who conducted the raids in previous years, and the 
killings, is indicative of the — kind of the pressure that they want 
to keep on the citizens in the camp. 

So, Wes, you might have some more details on the — on that. 

Senator Manchin. Has it improved, is probably what I’m ask- 
ing — 

Colonel Martin. It hasn’t improved, and it hasn’t 

Senator Manchin. Has not. 

Colonel Martin. It has not improved, sir, and it has not deterio- 
rated. It is — they’re still in that blender, waiting for that button to 
be pushed. 

Abadi, he is the Prime Minister, but he is in a very precarious 
position, because Maliki still controls Dawa Party. Maliki still has 
the ear of Tehran. As you recall, Maliki was forced out only after 
ISIS took over major parts of the country. Both the Ayatollah in 
Tehran and President Obama was blessing him for a third term, 
which was against the constitution — the Iraqi constitution. But, he 
was forced out when General Soleimani went to him and said, “You 
have to step down.” Then a member of his Dawa Party was brought 
up. 
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Abadi has made a lot of great promises. There are demonstra- 
tions going on throughout Iraq. He’s drawn the support of them. 
He’s drawn the support of Ayatollah Sistani. Surprisingly, he’s 
drawn the support of the head of the Mahdi Army, Muqtada al- 
Sadr. 

Senator Manchin. I have another one. This is my — this is a most 
difficult question. This is — when the State Department delisted the 
MEK as a foreign terrorism organization in 2012, it stated, “The 
Department does not overlook or forget the MEK’s past acts of ter- 
rorism, including its involvement in the killing of United States 
citizens in Iran in the ’70s and an attack on United States soil in 
1992. The Department also has serious concerns about the MEK as 
an organization, particularly with regard to allegation sf abuse 
committed against its own members.” 

How has the MEK addressed the concerns raised about potential 
abuse of its own members since the delisting, sir? 

Colonel Martin. Since the delisting, it hasn’t needed to be ad- 
dressed. In this same document that Governor Ridge provided Sen- 
ator McCain — I’ll get you a copy of it — I addressed that thoroughly. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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ANALYSIS OF PENDING STATE DEPARTMENT REQUIREMENT 
FOR REPORTING TO U.S. CONGRESS CONCERNING THE PLIGHT OF, 
AND ATTACKS DIRECTED AGAINST, CAMP LIBERTY RESIDENTS 

February 17, 2015 


BACKGROUND: 

1 . At present, approximately 2,500 members of the Iranian dissident organization 
Mojahedin-e Khalq (MeK) are trapped inside Iraq awaiting relocation to Western Europe 
or North America. Starting in 1986, this organization was headquartered at Camp 
Ashraf, Iraq until 2012 when it was relocated to a small section of Camp Liberty. 

Directly east of Baghdad International Airport, Camp Liberty was built and maintained 
by the U.S. Army until the departure of American forces from Iraq in 201 1 . Shortly after 
the coalition invasion of Iraq in 2003, all Ashraf residents were provided written 
assurances of “Protected Person Status” under the 4“' Geneva Convention if certain 
actions on the part of residents were taken. The residents fulfilled all the conditions and 
met every expectatbn established by the United States government. Meanwhile, the 
residents developed a very trusted and professtonal relationship with co-tocated 
American military forces. Unfortunately, in 2009 the “Protected Person Status” was 
revoked without warning by U.S. State Department, and security of the residents was 
turned over to the pro-T ehran Iraqi Government of Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki. The 
U.S. Executive Branch expectation that the lives of the residents would fall off the radar 
screen of international politics did not happen. To this day, defenders of the residents 
continue to address the need to correct this injustice. Defenders include former U.S. 
military officers who served with the residents at Camp Ashraf, former officials of 
numerous governments, concerned citizens of those countries, and members of 
Western Europe Parliaments, Canadian Parliament, and U.S. Congress. Recently, the 
U.S. Congress passed two mandates (Attachment 1 ) concerning the current situation of 
these 2,500 people. 

a. Commencing on page 1248, line 21 and concluding on page 1249 of “Committee 
Print 113-59, Text of House Amendment to the Senate Amendment to H.R. 83,” 
dated December 9, 201 4 is the following mandate: "(4) Not later than 90 days after 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of State, In consultation with the heads of 
other relevant United States Government agencies, shall submit a report to the 
appropriate congressionat committees detaiiing steps taken by the United States 
Government to address the ptight, inctuding resettiement needs, of iranian 
dissidents heated at Camp Liberty/Hurriya in Iraq. " 

b. “Department of State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs Appropriafons 
Bill,” 2015, dated June 19, 2014, Page 14, paragraph 1 states: “The Committee 
directs the Secretary of State to include in the report on the resettiement plan for 
Iranian dissidents required by section 7041(c)(6) of this act: a description of 
measures taken to improve the security and weifare (including the quality of life and 
access to medicai care) of residents at Camp Liberty; an analysis of attacks against 
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such dissidents since February 2009, including whether any weapons or training 
provided by the United States were used In the attacks, and safeguards to ensure 
that no such weapons or training are used in the future; and options tor the 
resettlement of Iranian dissidents outside Iraq, including in the United States.” 

2. Each time U.S. State Department representatives have been called upon to testify 
before Committees/Subcommittees of the U.S. Congress, or respond to congressional 
inquiries, infomiation provided to the Legislative Branch have been deceptive at best. 

a. The most recent example was State Department’s October 20, 2014 response to 
Congressman Randy Weber. The two-page State Department document, signed by 
Julia Frifield, so little resembled the truth that 32 American dignitaries and former 
U.S. Army Commanders of Camp Ashraf developed and submitted a counter-report 
to Congressman Weber. This counter-report, followed by Ms Frifield’s letter is 
provided as Attachment 2. 

b. A counter-report to Ms Frifleld’s letter should never have been necessary 
considering ten months earlier Governor Edward Rendell forwarded to then-Deputy 
National Security Advisor (now Deputy Secretary of State) Antony Blinken an 
analysis of Blinken's response (based upon State Department-generated 
misinformation) to a letter sent to President Obama on October 23, 2014. Governor 
Rendell's e-mail (minus addresses), the Blinken response, and the letter sent to 
President Obama are provided as Attachment 3. 

c. Because Tony Blinken’s response was so thoroughly taken apart it came as no 
surprise later when the August 28. 2014 letter (Attachment 4) addressed to 
President Obama and received by White House Chief of Staff Denis McCtonough 
was never answered. 

3. Having no expectation of U.S. State Department to suddenly reverse itself and start 
presenting accurate facts to either Congress or the media concerning the residents of 
Camp Liberty, and defenders of the residents having traditionally responded to State 
Department generated misinformation after the damage has been done, this document 
has been developed prior to State Department’s mandatory report dates. Instead of a 
response, and taking the liberty to create a new word, this is a “presponse." 

4. As proven through the documents provided in this report there is absolutely no doubt 
the government of Iraq was involved in all three ground attacks on Camp Ashraf. In all 
three attacks, U.S.-made weapons/equipment and U.S. -provided military training were 
used despite never-ending denials by U.S. State Department. As will be shown in this 
analysis portion of this document, the residents of Camp Ashraf and Camp Liberty have 
been lied to, and lied about, continuously. If the truth reflects negatively on the 
Government of Iraq or its military/intelligence officers at Camp Ashraf or Liberty, UNAMI 
and U.S. State Department will cover it up. If a rumor reflects negatively on the 
residents, UNAMI and U.S. State Department will continually repeat it until it is accepted 
as fact. 
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5. With the exception of Albania, the issue of resettlement of residents still inside Camp 
Liberty is basically stalled. Other nations are looking to the United States to first accept 
residents, but the United States is refusing unless the residents renounce affiliation with 
the MeK, These residents are members of the former National Liberation Army of the 
MeK. If an American service-member trapped overseas renounces the United States, 
he or she will be subject to a court-martial and a sentence to federal prison. Yet, in 
order to escape the prison that in reality is Camp Liberty, these residents are being 
required to renounce their conscience and the cause they have served for so long. 
Written by Governor Tom Ridge is a very detailed letter to State Department's Jonathan 
Winer explaining this situation (Attachment 5). 

6. There is one group that U.S. State Department may draw from for relocation to the 
United States. These are the approximate 40 people who have defected from Camp 
Liberty and were transfened to the Iranian Ministry of Intelligence-operated Hotel 
Mohjaer in Baghdad. These people have already renounced the MeK. This potential 
action comes with serious problems. 

a 'Text of House Amendment to the Senate Amendment to H.R. 83," clearly states, 
“...detailing steps taken by the United States Government to address the plight, 
including resettlement needs, of Iranian dissidents located at Camp Uberty/Hurriya 
in Iraq." Residents of the Mohjaer Hotel are no longer Iranian dissidents and they 
are no longer located at Camp Liberty. Moving these people to the United States 
will do nothing to properly solve the problem. It will only provide the opportunity for 
U.S. State Department to once again manipulate facts in support of a 
predetermined agenda. 

b. As in the case of the September 1 , 2013 Ashraf Massacre, these people have 
now been under the influence of the Iranian MOIS for an extended period of time. 

In reality, there is a strong potential these people will undermine transfers of the 
current residents by discrediting the MeK. 

c. There is another potential that, having been programmed by the Iranian MOIS, 
we will have the introduction of sleeper agents into the United States. It should not 
be forgotten that it was the Iranian government that planned in the past three years 
to blow up a New York City restaurant while it was hosting the Saudi Arabian 
ambassador to the U.S, Iran remains the number one nation state exporter of 
international terrorism. 

7. Bottom line is simple: While the U.S. Executive Branch claims it is aggressively 
working to resolve the Camp Liberty issue, 2,500 residerrts are trapped in a country that 
is melting down further each day. The Iranian control of the Iraqi government has 
grerwn immensely. Unless those residents are brought out quickly, their fate will be the 
same as the 52 victims of the September 2013 Ashraf massacre. 


ANALYSIS OF HISTORICAL DOCUMENTATION AND ACTIVITIES: 
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8. Since the transfer of Camp Ashraf security from American to Iraqi forces in February 
2009 - with a statement of overwhelming confidence from Ambassador James Jeffries 
to Senator John McCain, that the Iraqi government would not harm the residents - three 
ground assaults on Camp Ashraf have been conducted; July 28-29, 2009 (12 residents 
killed): April 8, 201 1 (36 killed); and September 1 , 201 3 (52 killed). 

9. In 2012, movemerrt of the residents from Camp Ashraf to Camp Liberty (directly east 
of Baghdad International Airport) commenced. Per agreement worked out between the 
Government of Iraqi (GOI), MeK, United Nations Assistance Mission Iraqi (led by 
Ambassador Martin Kobler), and U.S. State Department (led by Ambassador Daniel 
Fried), one hundred and one Ashraf residents were approved to remain at Ashraf to 
serve as property custodians. The 2013 ground assault on Ashraf by Government of 
Iraq Special Weapons and Tactics (SWAT) forces resulted in the murder of fifty-two 
property custodians and the kidnapping of seven others. The remaining forty property 
custodians were transferred to Camp Liberty w'rthin a week after the assault. 

10. In 2013, three indirect fire operations were conducted against the residents at 
Camp Liberty: February S'” (8 residents killed), April 29“' (3 killed), and Dec 26*’ (3 killed 
immediately and 1 later dying as a result of the attack). As in the case of the 
September 2013 Ashraf ground assault, after each indirect fire attack, U.S. State 
Department representatives immediately claimed “No evidence the Iraqi government 
was involved." 

1 1 . The combined casualties of these six attacks are 100 killed, hundreds wounded, 
and 7 kidnapped to never be heard from again. Furthennore, due to transportation 
harassment resulting in denial of access to medical treatment, 12 more residents have 
died at Camp Liberty. To associate these statistics to real people names of all the 
deceased are provided (Attachment 6). This ■roll-calT does not include the hundreds 
wounded and maimed during the aforementioned attacks. Every person killed in these 
attacks had been granted “Protected Person Status" by the United States Government 
in 2004. 

12. Concerning the three ground attacks at Ashraf, none came as a surprise. 

Indications and warnings did occur in each case. 

a. Ashraf: July 28-29, 2009: 

(1 ) As detailed in 'The July 28-29 Raid on Camp Ashraf (Attachment 7), on July 
27^ Iraqi forces were preparing for the assault. On the morning of the 28*' as 
U.S. forces stationed at Camp Ashraf wrere putting on their helmets and 
protective vests in anticipation of the attack, 2,000 Iraqi forces were preparing for 
the assault. Ashraf residents made contact with on-site U.S military personnel 
and with U.S. Baghdad Embassy personnel. The U.S. servicemen on the scene 
stated they had received orders not to intervene and only report on what was to 
take place. 
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(2) At 3 p.m., the Iraqi assault began as U.S. forces video-recorded the event. 
Video footage owned by the MeK shows Ashraf residents asking U.S. personnel 
to intervene and stop the slaughter. As shown in the video, U.S. miiitary 
personnei got into their vehicle and drove away. 

(3) Using American-made High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles 
(HMMWVs) issued to GOi forces, construction vehicles, rifles, and clubs, the 
slaughter continued into the middle of the night. At 10 a.m. on the morning of 
July 29“', the attack recommenced. 

(4) At 10:45 a.m., Ashraf residents re-established contact with U.S. forces. U.S. 
military personnel stated they were able to film and witness the killings from their 
watch-towers, but again emphasized they had been ordered to not intervene. 

b. Ashraf: Aprils, 2011: 

(1 ) As detailed in "Chronology of assault on Ashraf and contacts with U.S. forces 
from April 3 thru April 1 4, 201 1 ” (Attachment 8) Iraqi forces commenced on-site 
preparations for the April 8, 2011 attack. This time American forces under the 
command of battle-space owner U.S. Army Colonel Malcolm Frost did attempt to 
mitigate and prevent a pending massacre. This included positioning Lieutenant 
Colonel (LTC) Robert Molinari on site with a platoon of Stryker fighting vehicles. 
However, orders issued from his chain of command, originating from U.S. 
Baghdad embassy, demanded LTC Molinari remove his detachment from Camp 
Ashraf. Having no choice but to comply, LTC Molinari’s detail departed the area 
and the stage was further set for the pending Iraqi Amny assault. 

(2) What would later be realized as part of a deception operation. Prime Minister 
Nouri al-Maliki claimed to U.S. State Department that he was ordering Iraqi 
Security Forces to take unoccupied ground at Ashraf. This message was relayed 
to United Nations Assistance Mission Iraq Human Rights Chief Tahar Boumedra 
by State Department representative Russell Hanks (Attachment 9). 

(3) Three problems with this deception operation message from PM Maliki 
should have immediately been obvious to the U.S. State Department. First, with 
the exception of one small farmyard immediately east of Camp Ashraf, the entire 
region to the east, north, and west of the Iraqi compound is unoccupied. The 
ISF-occupied area of Ashraf was already large enough to house an army 
division. There was no need for extra space. Second, occupation of an 
unoccupied area does not require a massive build-up of combat troops and 
assault vehicles. 


(4) The third problem with this deception operation revealed itself later. The final 
Fragment Order (FRAGO) titled “Operations Order no 21 of year 2011" 
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(Attachment 10 with English translation and original document) issued 
immediately prior to the assault states: 

MISSION 

S'” Division along with its attachment as hour 1200 of day 4/8/201 1 will 
occupy area of responsibility in Al-lraq al-Jadid camp forcefully and will 
prevent all aggression by the enemy against friendly forces. 

EXECUTION 
Concept of Operation 

Occupation of the position will be accompanied through multi areas that will 
be done by using force, and the enemy will not be altowed to make any 
aggression against friendly forces. 

(5) Three key words appear in this FFtAGO; Torcefully.” "using force," and 
“enemy." It is very clear that despite what U.S. State Department claims, the 
intent of Noun al-Maliki was a hostile action intent to provoke a confrontation and 
justify a massacre. 

(6) Assurance by U.S. State Department representative Russell Hanks that Iraqi 
Forces would not "molest the MeK members" and not "use violence” fails to line 
up with the aforementioned FRAGO. Deploying forces identified in Attachment 

1 1 , Ashraf became a killing field. As noted in the second photograph of this 
attachment. Major Ra’ed Jassem Muhammed Alivi At-Tamimi took great pleasure 
in the killing. Of the 34 residents killed that day, he accounted for eight. 

Additional photos of the attack are also provided. 

(7) Both training and equipment provided by the United States military cannot be 
ignored. The FRAGO is clearly United States-military format. The general officer 
staff who put this mission together was applying the lessons they learned from 
U.S. military officers. It is further undeniable that the uniforms worn by members, 
weapons used, and vehicles driven during the assault had been provided to Iraqi 
forces by the United States military. Close-up photos (Attachment 12) leave no 
doubt: U.S. Army desert camouflage uniforms, U.S. Army helmets with 
camouflage cover, M4 assault rifles, and U.S. military HMMWV vehicles were in 
use. 


(8) Now comes the issue of who trained these assault forces. As the first 
Antiterrorism Officer for all Coalition Forces during the first year of the coalition 
invasion (2003-2004), I personally witnessed the inability of Iraqis to properly line 
up the front and rear sites of their rifles to achieve “one-shot-one kill.” Americans 
called the Iraqi-military way of shooting “spray and pray.” Specifically, that meant 
the Iraqis would spray bullets in the general direction and pray at least one round 
would hit something. In the eariy days of coalition occupation there were more 
jokes about “Iraqis with firearms" than about "second lieutenants with maps.” 
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(9) In 201 1 , as evidenced by videos and attached documentation, the Iraqi 
military had become much more proficient. How did this happen? Courtesy of 
American military public affairs, we have the answer. Four U.S. Army press 
releases (Attachment 1 3) clearly state who provided the training. Articles written 
by Sergeant Coltin Heller, 1 09“' Mobile Public Affairs Detachment, pubiished Jan 
21 , 201 1 and March 4, 201 1 preceded the 2011 Ashraf assault. The same is 
true for Staff Sergeant Branch's article. As shown in article written by Sergeant 
Quentin Johnson (published August 24, 201 1 ) the training of Iraqi forces 
continued despite clear evidence that U.S. military-taught skills were used to kill 
unarmed people of which the U.S. government was well aware. 

(10) Special attention is now made to the photographs provided in Attachment 
14, “5“' Iraqi Army Division attacking Ashraf." The first photograph shows an 
American Army sergeant training Iraqi forces both in “dynamic entry stack-up 
formation" and using "Weaver stance-low ready." This stance was developed by 
former U.S. Marine Colonel Jeff Cooper at his "Gunsight” fiieamrts training camp 
near Flagstaff, Arizona in the early 1980s. It was quickly adopted by American 
law enforcement and worked its way into the U.S. military. This fire and 
maneuver tactic will be revisited when discussing the 201 3 Ashraf Massacre. 

The remainder of the photos in this attachment further testify to the misuse of 
U.S. Army-provided training and equipment. 

c. Ashraf; September 1, 2013 

(1) Timeline summary concerning the Ashraf Massacre is provided as 
Attachment 15. 

(2) A day and a half prior to this attack, I had completed and distributed my 
weekly Ashraf/Liberty Update. The assessment portion of my report stated: 

Having settled Kurdish leaders down, Maliki Is turning his attention toward his 
Shia opposition - specifically Moqtada Sadr and Ayad Allawi. As explained 
in the iraqi Situation Update, Maliki has been successftr/ in bribing numerous 
community and union leaders. Those who do not accept the bribes or 
Maiiki’s ruie wiii either be kiiied, arrested, or forced to fiee the region to avoid 
persecution stemming from false charges - e.g. Sunni Vice-President Tarlq 
ai-Hashemi. 

MeK at Ashraf and Liberty have not fallen off Maiiki’s radar screen. He is 
fresh from a win of cutting power to Ashraf and making U.N. and U.S. 
bureaucrats think they scored a victory In receiving partial restoration. 

Credit must be given where it is due. Maliki must have learned well from his 
days as a street vendor in Damascus. He knows how to sell something that 
is either worthless or does not exist. The Iranians see him as a close ally. 

The United States Executive Branch sees him as a great leader building 
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democracy in his country. No matter what he does, he has the support of 
both governments despite the hostility between those two governments. One 
thing Maliki fails to remember: as proven by the ends of the Monarchy, the 
Republic, and Baath Party rule; the retirement plan for Iraqi dictators Is not 
very good. Mallkl's turn will come. The two questions are when and how 
many lives will he destroy before that happens. 

Two ground assaults on Ashraf and two rocket attacks on Liberty serve as 
clear evidence that Maliki has no problem adding 3, 100 resident lives to that 
final death toll. As the meltdown continues, time is running out for getting the 
residents to safety. 

(3) Despite the accuracy of the aforementioned assessment, it came with no 
satisfaction that on September 1 , 201 3, fifty-two unarmed people were murdered 
and seven more kidnapped to never be heard from again. 

(a) Concerning the bodies of the 52, on September 2, 201 3 Mr. Francesco 
Motto provided the survivors the following written assurance (Attachment 16): 

“Based on agreement between the representatives of the residents of 
Ashraf and UNAMI, on Sep 2, 2013, fifty-two bodies of martyrs who were 
killed by bullet shots in the massacre of September 1, 2013, were 
delivered in the presence of Fransesco Motta, Chief of UNAMI Human 
Rights Office, to be kept In the Baquba Hospital until an impartial 
International observer will be present for autopsy." 

(b) An impartial international observer never came forward. Not a single 
autopsy was never completed. Eventually the bodies of the fifty-two would 
be disposed of by the Iraqi government and the final disposition never 
revealed. The reason for this covert disposal of the bodies was simple. 
Bullets produce forensics. Nouri al-Maliki was determined these bodies 
would never reveal evidence. Neither the United Nations norths U.S. State 
Department uttered a single sound of protest. 

(c) Later before Congress U.S. Ambassador McGurk would claim U.S. 
Baghdad Embassy conducted a fast response, citing their arrival at Ashraf 
Just three days after the massacre. As evidenced by Fransesco Motto's 
signed statement, the bodies were removed two days prior. Any student in 
Law Enforcement 101 knows the first 24 hours following a major crime is the 
most critical. A 72 hour delay In arriving at the crime scene is quickly moving 
toward a cold case file. To be described below, this is exactly where 
Government of Iraq, UNAMI, and U.S. State Department immediately set out 
to place the Ashraf Massacre. 
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(4) Meanwhile, the bodies of the murdered were barely cold before U.S. State 
Department started spinning the story “There is no evidence the Iraqi 
Government was involved In the Ashraf massacre.” 

(a) The truth is as follows: Dlyala Province Police Commander, General 
Jamil al-Shemeri, arrived at the Iraqi compound overlooking the residents' 
area six hours prior to attack commencement. 

(b) In a multi-prong approach, the assault forces crossed over the Iraqi- 
controlled bemi (Attachment 17) and entered the residents' compound. 

(c) Assault force members were wearing the exact uniform of Iraqi Special 
Forces (Attachment 18). Additional accessories to the standard green 
uniforms and white hats were face masks and weapon silencers. 

(d) At the time of the massacre this organization was assigned to Iraqi Prime 
Minister/Minister of Defense/Minister of Interior Nouri al-Maliki. The assault 
was very professionally accomplished, displaying extensive preparation and 
coordination. 

(e) In plain view of Iraqi manned watch-towers surrounding Camp Ashraf, 
the assault force moved steadily, but not showing excessive speed. They 
knew they were not going to be interrupted. At no time, despite all the noise 
from the explosions and smoke rising out of the compound, was a protective 
response force dispatched from the Iraqi military base located immediately 
north of the residents' area. 

(f) American-made military explosives were among the ordnance used in this 
attack (Attachment 1 9). In addition to obvious U.S. military training, tactics 
and knowledge gained through ten years of War on Terrorism in Iraq were 
applied by the assault force. 

(g) Of the murdered, six were killed in the medical facility while being treated 
for wounds just received. Also machine-gunned was the nurse administering 
treatment. Even after being wounded, or already dead, residents were again 
shot in the head, face, or neck. Numerous residents were shot in the backs 
of their heads while their hands were secured by handcuffs and/or plastic 
zipcuffs. Senior leaders, Zohre Ghaemy and Hossein Madani, were shot 
multiple times in the head. Attackers knew exactly which victims were 
principle targets. 

(h) After two hours of killing, the assault force departed to the north and re- 
entered the Iraqi government compound. Left behind were 52 dead 
residents (Attachment 20). The bus used to remove the seven hostages 
from Camp Ashraf was driven directly back to the Iraqi compound and 
remained parked outside an Iraqi building. As mentioned before, all of the 



40 


deceased had been issued “Protected Person Status” cards by the United 
States Government. 

(5) Later the same day of the Ashraf Massacre, former UNAMI Human Rights 
Chief T ahar Boumedra deveioped and sent the “Open letter to the UNAMI and 
the Acting SRSG in Iraq" (Attachment 21). 

(a) As Mr Boudmedra stated, the “shocking attack against the 100 residents” 
was "predictable and preventable." Mr Boumedia further reviewed the 2009 
and 2011 assaults. 

(b) Concerning these earlier attacks, Mr Boudedra states, “On both 
occasions, I was In charge of the fact finding missions and I have reported 
that the Iraqi security forces were responsible of extra-judicial killing." 

(c) Concerning the just executed 2013 massacre, concluding his “Open 
Letter” Mr Boudmedra stated, “I urge the Acting SRSG to have the courage 
to stand up for the truth, History will haunt anyone who will hide the truth 
about the extra-judicial executions of 52 defenceless civilians." 

(d) Unfortunately, instead of being haunted by their lies, U.S. State 
Department personnel continue to cover their lies with more lies. 

(6) The day following the Ashraf Massacre several former senior U.S. 
government officials and former U.S. Army commanders of Camp Ashraf sent a 
joint letter to Secretary of State John Kerry (Attachment 22). All the signatories 
had answered Ambassador Dan Fried’s 2012 request to convince the residents 
to move from Ashraf to Camp Liberty. The letter reminded Secretary Kerry of the 
written and verbal promises made by Ambassador Fried. Unfortunately, the 
promises were not kept and 52 people paid the ultimate price. The letter was 
never answered by Secretary Kerry. Even the call within the letter for “U.N. Blue 
Helmets” deployed to protect the residents was ignored. 

(7) Not one single sun/ivor was interviewed by anyone other than MeK 
representatives. Not interviewed that is until January 1 7, 201 5 in Tirana, Albania 
when I sat down with Ashraf survivor Hassam Hamedi (Attachment 23). Mr 
Hamedi revealed some additional truths that were never before revealed: 

(a) In days leading up to the attack, some former Camp Ashraf residents 
were seen on the berms with Iraqi forces conducting reconnaissance of the 
camp. 

(b) Ashraf residents had been warned there was a build-up of GOI forces 
inside the Iraqi compound and something bad was about to happen. 
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(c) Five Iraqi policemen (three in standard unifomns and two in trainee 
unifonns) watched from the roof of the water purification station as the entire 
massacre unfolded. 

(8) Another fact pointed out in my interview with Mr Hamedi, and later confirmed 
to me as already being known by U.S. State Department was that a former 
Ashraf resident who accepted transfer from Camp Liberty to the Iranian Ministry 
of Intelligence Hotel Mohjaer accompanied the assault force throughout the 
massacre. When the massacre was over, the defector commenced walking back 
toward the Iraqi compound with the assault force. At that time, a member of the 
assault force walked up from behind, put a gun to the defector's head, and fired. 
Acid was then poured onto the face of the deceased defector and his body was 
left where it fell. 

(9) What is now forgotten is that a subsequent assault was being prepared on 
Camp Ashraf when GOI forces had learned there were forty-two survivors. Iraqi 
forces had already cut the locks on MeK gates, electrical power was again shut 
off, and armored vehicles accompanied by assault troops were in the stand-by 
mode. Everything was once again set to American SWAT standards. All that 
remained was for the mission commander to radio the words, “I have control, 

GO, GO, GO." Fortunately on September S"*, a barrage of attention throughout 
the United States, Canada, and Western Europe resulted in the Iraqi Forces 
being required to stand down. 

(10) Discussed earlier In this report was American forces training the Iraqis to 
conduct assaults using “Weaver stance-low ready." Provided is a photograph of 
September 1 , 201 3 assault force members, immediately followed by the 
previously mentioned article discussing training provided to Iraqi S* Army 
Division by U.S. military (Attachment 24). 

(11) Following the massacre, on Sept 6, 2013 U.S. Departmerrt of State 
Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs Beth Jones sent NCRI 
President Elect Maryam Rajavi a letter stating, “We further call on the 
Government of Iraq to conduct a full Investigation and help find those who are 
missing." Immediately upon learning of this bizarre State Department request. 
Governor Ed Rendell sent a message to Secretary John Kerry pointing out that 
Ms Jones' comment equated to "requesting Al Capone to investigate the Saint 
Valentine’s Day Massacre.” 

(12) The Assessment portion of my September 1 5, 2013 "Liberty Update” stated 
the following: 

Maliki has redefined the perfect crime. Instead of committing and never 
getting discovered, the Ashraf attack was committed in daylight, video-taped 
in the process, and the handcuffed victims ieft at the scene, instead of the 
oversight authorities getting directly Involved to solve the crime, their solution 
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was to request Maliki conduct a thorough and impartial investigation. If 
Bogart or Cagney ever put a script like that up on the silver screen they 
would have been laughed out of Hollywood. Unfortunately, it is playing out in 
Iraq. When It comes Oscar time, U.S. State Department and UNAMI should 
be tied for best supporting actors playing the incompetent authority roles. 

The only people amused by this human tragedy are in Baghdad and Tehran. 
Provid^ link describes Iran's appreciation for the Iraqi assault. 
httD://www.Dresstv.ir/detail/201 3/09/1 2/323555/iran-thanks-iraa-for-camo- 
ashraf-closure/ 

This is as bold and brazen an attack as could possibly happen. It was clear- 
cut terrorism. Yet, Maliki knows neither the United Nations nor the United 
States will hold him accountable. The Iraq Situation Update below is very 
disturbing. Maliki knows as he continues to commit terrorism Within Iraq he 
will not be denied future /American dollars and American weapons. When the 
time Is right, Maliki will void the Constitution and remain in power when his 
term expires. 

(13) Administrative note to aforementioned comment: In 2014 Nouri al-Maiiki did 
try to void the iraqi Constitution by ignoring the two-term limit and remain in 
power as Prime Minister, but the meltdown that resulted from his countrywide 
tyranny forced him to yield to fellow Dawa Party member Al Hadier Abadi. 
Meanwhile, al-Maliki did secure for himself a position as Vice-President and 
remains as Secretary-General of the ruling Dawa Party. 

13. Camp Liberty was the brainchild of U.S. Ambassador Daniel Fried and U.N. 
Ambassador Martin Kobler. In early 2012, both Fried and Kobler promised the 
residents of Ashraf that if they willingly moved to the former Multi-National Division 
Baghdad Base directly east of Baghdad International Airport, their lives would be 
greatly improved. 

a. Ambassador Kobler assured the residents the camp met United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) humanitarian standards, and provided the 
residents photographs assuring them of the camp’s pristine condition. Later the 
residents gained access to the UNHCR letter dated January 19, 2012 which stated 
Humanitarian Standards cannot be certified/verified (Attachment 25). Kobler and 
Fried lied while withholding the UNHCR letter. 

b. Meanwhile, in a letter dated January 31, 2012, U.S. Ambassador Dan Fried 
stated to former FBI Director Louie Freeh (Attachment 26), “/Additionally, and as we 
have spoken about on several occasions. Secretary Clinton has publicly stated that 
‘officials from the U.S. Embassy Baghdad will visit [the relocation Acuities at former 
camp Liberty] regularly and frequently. ' This is our definitive position . " 

c. None of the promises of Martin Kobler or Dan Fried proved to be true. Upon 
arrival at the camp, the residents found the area totally trashed and in a state of 
complete disrepair. Fomier UNAMI Human Rights Chief Tahar Boumedna later 
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revealed that Martin Kobler had very selectively picked the photographs to be 
shown to the Ashraf residents. Concerning Dan Fried’s promise, except for the 
days following the September 1, 2013 massacre when U.S. State Department was 
campaigning for complete MeK evacuation of Camp Ashraf, U.S. Baghdad 
Embassy visits have been iess than ten in past three years. One Liberty resident 
said it best, “When U.S. Embassy wants something from us, they come. When we 
need something from them, we get nothing . " 

d. At the same time as residents were being transferred from Camp Ashraf to Camp 
Liberty, senior Iraqi Inteiligence officer Colonei Qassim Sadeq was methodicaliy 
removing the protective T-Walls from the camp. This was yet another ciear cut 
breach of the agreement worked out by U.N. Ambassador Kobler. Even in the 
"cherry-picked" photographs he dispiayed to the residents, the T-Walls were cieariy 
shown. Two letters (Attachment 27) were generated by the NCRI: “Removal of 
protective T-Walls surrounding the trailers simultaneous with the stationing of 
armored vehicles in Camp Liberty" dated April 24, 2012 and “Bullet hit the dining 
container of section four of Camp Liberty” dated September 4, 2012. Unfortunately, 
neither U.S. Ambassador Dan Fried nor U.N. Ambassador Martin Kobier were 
responsive to the residents' concerns. 

e. Camp Liberty has suffered three rocket attacks resuiting in 15 deaths and 
approximately 200 wounded. Some of the "wounds" include loss of limbs. During 
the negotiation phase of resettlement planning. Ambassador Dan Fried specificaiiy 
assured American defenders of the residents that a plan was in piace to further 
relocate the residents if circumstances warranted, and the residents moving from 
Ashraf to Liberty would enhance implementation of that plan. After Ambassador 
Fried completed his involvement in the MeK mission, the defenders learned from 
State Department that no such plan was ever developed. This issue was also 
addressed in the pteviousiy mentioned letter authored by Governor Ridge and 
displayed as Attachment 6. 

14. Immediately after the first rocket attack. Colonel Sadeq hastened T-Wall removal. 
Even though eight residents were killed and over one hundred wounded in the rocket 
attack, the reality Is the casualty toll would have been much higher without the 
defenses. The residents immediately protested this action. Provided are photographs 
of on-site protest, comparison of the camp before and after T-Wall removal, and 
damage to the residential area in locations where the rockets were not blocked by T- 
Walls (Attachment 28). 

15. On November 13, 2013, U.S. State Department Ambassador Bret McGurk testified 
before the Subcommittee on the Middle East and North Africa, House Foreign 
Relations. Responding to Congressman Sherman, in total contradiction to the 
aforementioned facts. Ambassador McGurk stated: 

“The T-waiis, as you know, when they moved into the Camp Liberty it had the same 
T-wait configuration we had to protect our troops. The residents, i can understand 
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why, said this iooks like a prison we want to get the T-walis out. So aii the T-waits 
came out. Given the threat they're under the T-walls have been moving back in. 
There are different numbers with the number of T-walis. I was just at the camp 
about a month or so ago or a coupie months ago and saw it with my own eyes. I 
want to get more T-walls into the camp. I spoke with Ambassador Beecroft about 
this Just today and there’s an agreement with the Iraqi government. We have to get 
the right meeting in piace, the right people there for where the T-walls are going to 
go and I think we'li see more T-waiis moving into the camp. But we're continuing to 
work it as hard as we can." 

1 6. During that same sub-committee hearing, as previously mentioned, McGurk was 
presenting the picture of how aggressively Involved U.S. Embassy staff was following 
the massacre. Failure to leave the security and safety of the Baghdad compound for 
three days does not qualify as aggressive. Supporting the Maliki government in an 
"admit nothing, deny ever^hing, make counter-accusations" misinformation campaign 
does not constitution taithfiil pursuit of the facts. 

17. Providing equally inaccurate information a month earlier, on October 3, 2013, State 
Department's Wendy Sherman testified before Senators Robert Menendez and John 
McCain and stated: “The Government of Iraq has moved in 700 large T-Walls, over 500 
bunkers, over 600 small T-Walls and nearly 50,000 sand bags." 

a. The reality was the government of Iraq had moved the T-Walls, but only to the 
outside of the camp’s gate. The T-Walls could be seen by the residents, but 
unavailable to provide protection. Of the 700 T-Walls Ms Sherman declared were 
inside the camp, only 192 had passed through the gates. 

b. Ms Sherman’s claim of over 500 bunkers was way off. Only 324 shells had the 
required entrance protectors. Thirty-two shells came without protectors and were 
basically useless. A bunker is composed three major components: one "U'-shaped 
shell, two entrance protectors (one at each end), and sandbags to be placed over 
and completely around the cement components. One of the most fundamental 
understandings of force protection is “cement deflects - sand absorbs." Without the 
sandbags, the cement bunker components will produce a deadly spalling effect. 

c. Ms Sherman’s claim of "over 600 small T-Walls" also came with a major problem 
- there is no such thing as a “small T-Wall.” T-Walls have specific construction 
design not only in size, but also in ability to overlap each other. Ms Sherman was 
double counting the entrance protectors to the bunkers - an ethics problem within 
itself. About the only similarity between T-Walls and entrance protectors is they are 
made of cement - little else. 

d. Ms Sherman crediting the government of Iraq for bringing in the sandbags, or 
anything else, was totally wrong. What the residents received, they purchased at 
very inflated prices. 
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e. "Camp Liberty Force Protection" matrix (Attachment 29) baiances what Ms 
Sherman claimed to Senators Menendez and McCain with the facts. 

18. Bret McGurk, Wendy Sherman, and Dan Fried are not the only ones providing false 
testimony concerning the MeK, to include before Congress. On April 24, 2012 in an 
attempt to justify maintaining the MeK on the Foreign Tenorist List (FTO), while being 
pressured by Congressman Poe and Shemnan, Ambassador Dan Benjamin claimed 
Camp Ashraf had never been searched for weapons. Within the following month, 
before District of Columbia Court of Appeals, Justice Department attorney Robert Loeb 
presented Ambassador Benjamin's comment to the three justices as reason why the 
MeK should be maintained on the FTO list. Attorney Loeb’s argument was not helped 
when one of the justices was watching as Brigadier General Dave Phillips and I turned 
to each other, pointed at ourselves, and were obviously whispering "What does he think 
we did. We searched that area.” Furthermore, both Benjamin and Loeb ignored the 
fact that with the use of dogs the Iraqi Ministry of Interior had completed a search of 
Camp Ashraf almost three years to the day earlier and provided written confirmation 
that no weapons or explosive material other than 23 packages of decayed firecrackers 
or empty packages were found (Attachment 30). Then again, perhaps Benjamin and 
Loeb somehow thought the residents, amied with 23 packages of decayed firecrackers 
or empty packages, were capable of breaking out of the multiple layers of Iraqi security 
forces sunounding Camp Ashraf and attacking United States territory or its citizens as 
required by the 2004 congressional mandate of what constitutes a foreign terrorist 
organization. 

1 9. The residents still have not forgotten State Department’s Ambassador Lawrence 
Butler coming to a meeting at Ashraf with an unknown person. To both the residents 
and UNAMI’s Tahar Boumedra, this person was introduced by Butler as a member of 
State Department staff. Not until an article came off slamming the residents did the 
MeK or UNAMl learn this person was a reporter for the New York Times. Likewise the 
residents have not forgotten U.S. Baghdad Embassy representative Deborah Johnson's 
2006 antics and her covertly telling Iranian spy/Iraqi Security Advisor Rubai that it was 
the Embassy's intent to turn the residents over to the Iranian government. Deborah 
Johnson’s antics were the source of never-ending problems I had to deal with while 
serving as base commander of Camp Ashraf. 

20. A recent rumor, embraced by members of the U.N. and U.S. State Department, 
was the residents were tunneling their way out of the compound to escape and link up 
with Islamic State of Iraq and Syria. The reality is that moderate Shias are never going 
to link up with radical Sunnis. Furthennore, in most places inside Camp Liberty, the 
water table is only six feet down. Based on ground contour, the depth sometimes is 
four feet. Unless the residents are receiving help from Moses (or at least gained access 
to his wooden staff), they are not going be tunneling through water. 

21 . Concerning the rocket attacks, each time Camp Liberty has been struck, U.S. State 
Department has worked to deflect attention away from the Iraqi government, specifically 
Nouri al-Maliki. In each case U.S. Baghdad Embassy and Foggy Bottom immediately 
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embraced statements by militia organizations claiming responsibility. Determined to 
deflect attention away from Nouri al-MalikI, U.S. State Department ignored three facts: 

(a) There was no free movement around central Iraq in 201 3. Al-Maliki had military 
checkpoints established every 300 yards throughout the Baghdad and Baghdad 
International Airport (BIAP) region. 

(b) In 201 3 militias did not drive around freely with 280 mm rockets mounted on 
their vehicles. 

(c) The June 15, 2013 attack was claimed by Iraqi Hezbollah Commander al-Battat. 
Problem Is that in claiming responsibility, al-Battat severely understated the number 
of rockets fired at the camp. The real person responsible would have known the 
exact count. The following is an excerpt from my June 16, 2013 Liberty Report 
(attachment 31): 

Yesterday’s attack was vetted with my Iraqi sources. Complete agreement was 
this could not have been conducted without the involvement of the Maliki 
government Rogue elements and militias do not have the ability to launch 
sustained attacks in the middle of the day without government involvement In 
direct conversation with Camp Liberty, I was informed that the rockets were 
precise. That much precision requires a forward observer on Communications 
Hill to confirm accuracy and advise necessary adjustments to the launching 
team. It also requires a professional launch operation. Unfortunately, further 
dialog with Iraqi sources was not possible. This past weekend, a lot of cell 
phone interference has been going on inside Iraq. It is not known if this denial 
of service is government related or result of Infrastructure shortfalls. 

Iraqi Hezbollah Commander al-Battat has already made it dear “our security 
operations are conducted upon guidance of Al-Maliki and Khamenei. ’’ By his 
own words, he is stating his actions cannot be separated from Maliki. Before al- 
Battat begins a mission, Maliki’s forces know it. To date, not one of Saddeq’s 
troops have been reported killed or injured in either the February or June 
attacks. Likewise, the sudden absence of Massoud Durrani is of special 
concern. Pending what the U.N. Ethics Officer determines and advises back, 
we cannot rule out the possibility that information concerning yesterday’s 
planned attack was passed on to Massoud Durrani. 

As the Antiterrorism OIC for Iraq, I learned to watch Iraqi police and military to 
determine if an attack was coming. Changes In their presence or, more 
specifically, lack of presence was an excellent Indicator that something very bad 
was about to happen. Even if the absence of Massoud Durrani and other U.N. 
monitors had been identified by the residents as an indicator of an attack, there 
was no safe place for them to go. By Colonel Saddeq removing all protective 
barriers, the residents were in a killing field, and there was nothing they could 
do about it 
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We still have the issue of the difference of what impacted the camp and what al- 
Battat claimed to have fired. This brings two possibilities. First is al-Battat 
taking credit for something Just to remove attention from Mallki. Appears this 
has been successful. Second is Iraqi Hezbollah may have been involved, but 
not solely. Al-Battat states he had very limited hits. This validates our 
assessment from the February attack that militias - and even the Iraqi forces - 
are not that good. If al-Battat was involved, he may have been provided the 
dud rounds now being identified. Maybe the real attackers did not trust Iraqi 
Hezbollah with good ammunition. The precise hits, especially on top of the 
dining facility, had to come from a professional military organization - in this 
case Iranian Qods force. It took a while for State Department to admit the 
Iranian government (impossible without Mallki government Involvement) did the 
February attack. Admission this time is not going to come any sooner. 

22. Also mentioned in the June 1 6. 201 3 Camp Liberty Update just referenced were 
numerous other issues warranting further explanation: 

a. UNAMi monitor Massoud Durrani was a personai friend of U.N. Ambassador 
Martin Kobler. As reveaied by UNAMI Human Rights Chief Tahar Boumedra, and 
iater by U.N. Ethics Office, Ambassador Kobler avoided the established vetting 
process by hiring Durrani as a contractor. Durrani immediately became a major 
instigator of hostility with the residents and a continuai source of misinformation. 

For over a year, U.N. Ethics Office promised to follow up an initial external 
investigation of Durrani, which in turn led directly back to Kobler. However, when 
the year was over, after Durrani’s contract had expired and Kobler had been 
reassigned to The Congo; the Ethic’s Office pledge of Investigation was basically 
washed under the carpet. I still have the document trail proving this. 

b. The Iraqi government mandated the protective vests and helmets belonging to 
the residents remain at Ashraf. The claim by the Iraqi government was such 
equipment was for military purposes. In 201 3, this equipment was for basic survival 
and helping to defend against shrapnel. Continual requests to have the equipment 
transferred to Liberty, especially with the T-Walls removed, were disapproved. 

c. For years. Liberty residents have been harassed and denied access to necessary 
medical treatment. A common ploy of the Iraqi military intelligence forces is to delay 
transportation for various reasons until the residents miss their scheduled 
appointments. The latest ploy is to only allow transport to one hospital. During the 
days of the Republic, General Karim Qassim established individual hospitals to be 
expert centers in specific specialties. Hospitals were professionally linked and did 
communicate very well with each other. As in the case of Baghdad’s Medical City, 
hospitals were co-located in the same community. Saddam maintained this 
initiative. Fast forwarding to the present, doctors make appointments according to 
their availability. By allowing patients to only travel to one given hospital each day. 

It is guaranteed appointments will be missed. UNAMI claims there is no medical 
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blockade when there is, in fact, denial of access to crifcally needed medical 
treatment. 

23. The “Force Protection Assessment, Camp Liberty- 18 March 2013" (Attachment 
32) was developed to identify in one document all threat groups, all camp vulnerabilities, 
and necessary corrective actions. After a year of U.S. State Department failing to 
address the security situation and solutions for Camp Liberty, I developed the 
document. 

a. Sources of information for this document included my experience as the Senior 
Antiterrorism/Force Protection Officer for all Coalition Forces in Iraq, time spent as a 
resident of Camp Liberty in 2006, current input from Iraqi sources, and daily reports 
received from Camp Liberty, 

b. As noted in the report, even if all mitigating actions recommended were 
implemented, the adjusted risk would only go from “high" to “medium.” “Courses of 
Action” section in this document stated; “As long as any residents remain in Iraq, 
they will be subject to the hostility of the pro-Iranian Maliki government. The only 
thing that wit! reduce the risk to low will be complete extraction of ali residents from 
Iraq with eventuai residency in Western Europe, United States, or Canada, Even 
then, the residents will be sorted out by the MOIS and receive threats against their 
families in Iran if they do not cooperate. ” 

c. Only two positive developments occurred since the completion of the 2013 Force 
Protection Assessment: U.N. Ambassador Martin Koblerwas reassigned to The 
Congo, and several hundred residents did transfer to Western Europe - mostly to 
Albania. Otherwise, the threats and vulnerabilities to the camp have become 
significantly worse. 

24. “Significantly worse” includes the total meltdown of Iraq. In 2013, vast regions of 
northern and western Iraq were not under control of The Islamic State of Iraq and Syria 
as those areas are now. Although Involved in the dally operations of the Maliki 
government in 2013, Tehran did not have a major military presence in Iraq. 

25. “Significantly worse” also extends to Camp Liberty. As shown in Attachment 33, 
on-site Shia militia and Iranian reconnaissance operations are being conducted both 
inside and outside of the camp. Meanwhile, machine guns are now pointed into the 
camp. Attempts by the Iraqi intelligence officers to spark a reaction from the residents 
are continually occurring. UNAMI representatives willingly accept the word of the Iraqi 
officers over the residents at the same time U.S. Baghdad Embassy personnel remain 
as safe as possible inside Baghdad's Green Zone despite Dan Fried’s written 
assurance of regular and frequent visits to Camp Liberty. 

26. A document accurately explaining the situation of Camp Liberty residents is “Report 
and Recommendations of the Humanitarian Crisis in Camp Liberty, Iraq,” (Attachment 
34). Dated January 2015, this report was written by former Special Representative of 
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the U.N. Sectetaty-General for Iraq, Ad Melkert. His well-thought-out "Assessment of 
Concerns" address medical treatment being impeded by Iraqi officials, problems with 
Iraqi poiicing, camp infrastructure and provisions that could be improved, intimidation of 
the residents by the Government of Iran being supported by the Iraqi government, 
consultations between U.N. officials and Government of Iran concerning the residents’ 
future, need for U.N. officials to conduct impartial reporting, and clarification of U.N. 
roles. Mr Melkert closes his document with four powerful statements: 

Also the U.N. should seriously consider how to bring to the stage of accountability 
the extrajudicial killings and abductions in attacks perpetrated against both Camp 
Ashraf and Camp ‘'Uberty" during the period 2009-2013, particularly the massacre 
that took place in Camp Ashraf on 1 September 2013. Despite the repealed calls of 
UNAMI, the High Commissioner for Human Rights and the international community 
for an independent and impartial inquiry into such killings and disappearances, no 
credible action has been taken by the Government of Iraq to date. The U.N. Special 
Rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary executions is in the position to 
launch an investigation. 

It is high time to break the impasse. The Government of Iraq, the U.S., the EU 
member states and other states involved have been looking too long at each other 
and too little at their own capabilities to address the humanitarian plight of several 
thousands of people without security or future prospect. As a consequence the 
U. N. role tends to be reduced to being bystander Instead of driver of change and 
above all protagonist and protector of fundamental human rights. 

Hardly has a humanitarian issue been politicized as this one. Yet already for many 
years the victims are not the players. It Is essential for the International community 
to understand this and thus consider it a duty to intervene In defense of international 
law and human rights, regardless of political interest or bias. 

This, therefore, should be the moment for governments and lawmakers to step up 
and let reason and compassion prevail. 

27. "Camp Liberty and Iraq Situation Update -20141 101' (Attachment 35) explains the 
current problems facing the residents: medical siege, fuel blockade, denial of items to 
repair facilities, impeding of sewage removal tankers, preventing the burial of deceased 
members, and lack of effective UNAMI involvement. 

a. Any doubt as to whom Is really running the government of Iraq is easily resolved 
by a quick review of photographs included with the 20141101 report: Iranian QODs 
Force Commander General Sulaimani overseeing Prime Minister al-Abadi as both 
are joined by Haji Basheer, leader of Iman Ali Forces; General Sulaimani with just- 
appointed Minister of Interior Mohammed Ghabban and Haji Basheer; General 
Sulaimania and Badr Corps Commander al-Ameri. 
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b. The assessment portion of this Update explains the continuing deterioration of 
Iraq, the increasing involvement of the Iranian government, and the increasing 
threat to the residents: 

International pressure resulted in Iran not being able to have al-Ameri appointed 
as the new Minister of Interior. Instead, a very thin smoke screen ivas set up. 
Al-Ameri’s subordinate commander, Mohamed Ghabban, was appointed to the 
position. Bottom line: al-Ameri will control the Ministry and ensure compliance 
with Sulaimani’s instructions. This places what is left of the democracy of Iraq 
in a very dangerous situation. Al-Ameri’s actions closely resemble what 
Saddam did during the first years of the Bakr government. Al-Ameri Is 
successhjily in the process of positioning himself to where he can suddenly 
overthrow the government and place himself in charge. Al-Abadi must realize 
the danger he is in by displeasing the Iranian government. From this point 
forward, al-Abadi has no choice but to be a puppet attached to Tehran's strings. 

That brings us to Camp Liberty. Three weeks ago, harassment of the residents 
was reduced to medical and denial of food/medicines. Following al-Abadi's 
return from Tehran and thorough understanding of who really runs Iraq 
(whatever part that has not been overrun by ISIS), full-scale harassment of the 
residents has returned. This indicationAvarning of even more serious problems 
to come must not be ignored. 

The residents must be moved out of Iraq as soon as possible before Camp 
Liberty becomes a repeat of Camp Ashraf on Sep 1, 2013. Before the smoke 
had cleared at Ashraf, State Department was claiming there was “no evidence 
the Iraqi government was involved." As we all are aware, video and Intelligence 
evidence totaily contradicted that lie. Now with Iraq overrun with Shia and 
Sunni militias, it would be even easier for Iraq, Iran, U.N., and U.S. State 
Department to conduct this deception operation should Liberty be attacked and 
all residents murdered or kidnapped. 

United Nations monitors are already taking the Iraqi government's side for 
everything that happens to the residents. U.S. State Department has been 
doing the same thing since the 2009 ground assault at Ashraf. Except for the 
“flash and dash" visit by U.S. Baghdad Embassy personnel in September, State 
Department employees are remaining inside the Green Zone and only reporting 
what they receive from GO! and U.N. This lack of spine Is both emboldening 
and empowering Iraqi and Iranian forces at Camp Liberty. We can see it In the 
upsurge of harassments. 

The attached photos say it all. General Sulaimani is running the Iraqi 
government. The Ashraf massacres of 2009, 2011, and 2013; as well as the 
multiple rocket attacks on Camp Liberty, have already set the stage tor what will 
be happening at Camp Liberty unless those residents are removed as quickly 
as possible. 
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SUMMARY: 

28. U.S. Congress has passed two mandates on the U.S. Secretary of State: 

a. To detail “steps taken by the United States Government to address the plight, 
including resettlement needs, of Iranian dissidents located at Camp Liberty/Hurriya 
in Iraq." 

b. To report on the resettlement plan for Iranian dissidents and provide “ a 
description of measures taken to improve the security and welfare (Including the 
quality of life and access to medical care) of residents at Camp Liberty; an 
analysis of attacks against such dissidents since February 2009, including whether 
any weapons or training provided by the United States were used In the attacks, 
and safeguards to ensure that no such weapons or training are used in the future; 
and options for the resettlement of Iranian dissidents outside Iraq, including In the 
United States." 

29. Based upon the analysis and supporting documentation provided in this document, 
there should be no expectation of the U.S. State Department to do anything else but to 
conduct a deception operation at the expense of the residents of Camp Liberty. 

a. The evidence is clear that all three ground attacks on Camp Ashraf were 
conducted by the Iraqi government using American-provided equipment and 
displaying American-provided training. The rocket attacks on Camp Liberty could 
not have been performed without the support and involvement of the Iraqi 
government. At the time of these attacks, the Iraqi government operated 
checkpoints every three hundred yards. The rockets were launched from either 
the west end of old Camp Liberty which stretched miles beyond the cunent area 
occupied by the residents or north of BIAP. Both areas are thoroughly occupied 
by Iraqi forces. Also, militias in 2013 did not drive around Iraq with vehicles 
mounted with 280 mm rocket systems. 

b. U.S. State Department willfully ignored the 2004 Congressional mandate that 
designated what constituted a foreign terrorist organization and willfully failed to 
comply with the 2010 D.C. Court of Appeals ruling to properly address the MeK’s 
status as a foreign terrorist organization. The United States Constitution does not 
have a provision that authorizes the Executive Branch to ignore laws passed by 
the Legislative Branch or rulings made by the Judicial Branch. Yet, U.S. State 
Department ignored both and continued with its own agenda. 

30. One of the biggest problems endured by the residents of Camp Liberty is their 
being on the end of “reverse-engineered intelligence.” UNAMI and U.S. State 
Department have predetermined political agendas with the Government of Iraq (GOI). 
The rumors and misinformation about the residents of Camp Liberty never end. In part 
this is caused by the U.S. Embassy staff never leaving the safety of Baghdad's Green 
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Zone to find out what is reaiiy happening at Liberty. Sources of misinfonnation start 
with the Iraqi military intelligence officers and, in turn, that information being embraced 
by UNAMI. 

31 . Reason and compassion do not prevail in anything pertaining to Camp Liberty. 
Political agendas, political careers, and personal bias are united in preventing a proper 
solution, especially on the part of U.S. State Department employees. Meanwhile, U.S. 
House of Representatives Resolution 3707, “To ensure the emergency protection of 
Iranian dissidents living in Camp Liberty/Hurriya and to provide for their admission as 
refugees to the United States” was introduced December 1 1 , 2013 (Attachment 36). 
Today, fifteen months later, it still remains untouched in committee, 

32. Any future attempt by U.S. State Department to introduce former residents who 
defected from Camp Liberty and took up residency in the Iranian Ministry of Intelligence- 
operated Hotel Mojhaer into the United States must be blocked. These individuals are 
no longer Liberty residents and bringing them to the United States will not help the 
situation at Liberty. Should they be allowed into the United States, the probably of them 
working to undermine future resettlement will be very real. Furthermore, having been 
under the direct control of the Iranian Ministry of Intelligence, these people pose the 
greatest security threat of all - as evidenced by the defector's participation in the 2013 
Ashraf Massacre. 

33. Concerning the future of the residents, former Special representative of the U, N. 
Secretary-General for Iraq, Ad Melkert, stated it best: “Hardly has a humanitarian issue 
been politicized as this one. Yet already for many years the victims are not the players. 
It is essential for the international community to understand this and thus consider it a 
duty to intervene in defend of International law and human rights, regardless of political 
interest or bias. This, therefore, should be the moment for governments and lawmakers 
to step up and let reason and compassion prevail." 


Wes Martin 

Colonel (Retired), U.S. Army Military Police 
Former Antitenorism/Force Protection OIC for Coalition Forces-lraq 
Former Senior Operations Officer, Task Force 1 34 (Detention Operations), Mutli- 
National Forces-lraq 

Former Commander - Camp Ashraf, Iraq 


Colonel Martin. I investigated those — when I was the base com- 
mander as a military policeman, I went and investigated the alle- 
gations of abuse and along with a lot of other allegations. They 
were unfounded. What I found while I was there, and since then, 
the MEK is the most lied- to, lied-about 

Senator Manchin. Has the State Department corrected its find- 
ings? 

Colonel Martin. No, sir. It — this report was generated when 
Julia Frifield sent to Congressman Royce a repetition of the pre- 
vious lies and all the misinformation. They had been given the re- 
quirement — 

Senator Manchin. But, they haven’t changed anything, because 
2012 was when they delisted them, right? 
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Colonel Martin. They delisted in 2012, and, even when that 
delisting was being done — that was Ambassador Dan Benjamin 
that was pushing forth that misinformation, “Well, we haven’t for- 
got what they’ve done.” I sat down with the State Department 
when I came back, under the promise to Major General Jack Gard- 
ner that I would continue to be his representative with the State 
Department while I was at the Pentagon — I thoroughly inves- 
tigated. Behind me is Line Bloomfield, who has thoroughly inves- 
tigated all the allegations. The allegations — there were two 
mujahideens for a period of time, and then finally, when Massoud 
Radjavi was released from prison and he was able to take back con- 
trol of the MEK, what became known as “the struggle” dis- 
appeared, and they disbanded, basically. But, the current organiza- 
tion is taking the blame for all the other atrocities that had hap- 
pened. 

The MEK has never attacked Americans. They did not kill Tur- 
ner, Schaefer, and Hawkins, the Air Eorce officers back in the ’70s. 
They did not do these things. They — and probably the most embar- 
rassing report that ever came out was the RAND study, because 
the RAND study was focused just on — and the State Department 
paid for it — they got friends of their position. I was at the Pen- 
tagon. I was never consulted. Others were never consulted. Only 
the people who was going to tell that State Department story. It’s 
kind of like the old John Wayne western, “When the legend be- 
comes a fact, print the legend.” 

Senator Manchin. Mr. Chairman, I’m so sorry. 

Senator McCain. Go ahead. 

Senator Manchin. I was — I really wanted to — I really wanted to 
ask the question about. Are you three recommending to this com- 
mittee that we help to relocate or bring them to America, or help 
relocate them with their loved ones throughout Europe? 

Colonel Martin. I’ll let the other two gentlemen speak, but I 
definitely am. 

Senator Lieberman. Well, I’ll start at the beginning. Eirst, thank 
you for the fact that the defense authorization bill has some compo- 
nents to it that really move in a direction that we would want. So, 
you’ve already done some of that. 

The second is, on an ongoing basis, to pressure, either when you 
visit — members visit Iraq or through the State Department, 
through our embassy, pressure the Abadi government to know how 
important this is to us, because they’re going to get — how impor- 
tant the security and ultimate exit of the 2,400 at Camp Liberty 
is to the United States of America. Because, trust me, they’re going 
to get daily pressure in the other direction, from Iran. Up until this 
time, we’ve said we should find a place like Albania to go, but — 
I mean, I — as an American, I’d be proud and very secure in having 
these 2,400 come here, and I think they’d be great Americans. 

General Jones. I completely agree with Senator Lieberman. I 
think it would show leadership, it would show some responsibility 
in this. I think the most important thing is to get everyone out of 
Camp Liberty as soon as possible. 

Senator Manchin. I’m sorry, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCain. No problem. It was a good line of questioning. 

Senator Rounds. 
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Senator Rounds. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First, let me begin by just saying, I appreciate the Chairman’s 
work in bringing this testimony and information to the committee. 
I agree, it’s very important, and I appreciated the Senator from 
West Virginia’s line of questioning and comments. 

I would just ask this, just to begin with. Is the focus today with 
regard to how we resolve the issue surrounding Camp Liberty, is 
this an activity which requires more action on the part of our gov- 
ernment, or is this a case of where it is more work being required 
of the Iraqi government, a combination of the two? Where is the 
biggest challenge we have in resolving this issue? 

General Jones. Senator, I think that when we — when the State 
Department removed the MEK from the Tier 3 category, and the 
Department of Homeland Security — I’m sorry — Tier 4, right? Tier 
3? Yeah, but they were Tier 1, right? 

Colonel Martin. Yes, sir. 

General Jones. Yeah. But, then the Tier 3 designation was 
instated by the Department of Homeland Security, which is kind 
of an arbitrary designation, but it triggered another obstacle that 
delayed the departure of the residents. 

So, I think the easiest way is to make a decision to remove that 
Tier 3 artificial designation, which, from my standpoint, is value- 
less, and to step forward and lead this effort to get these remaining 
people out of Iraq, whether they go to Albania — I would prefer that 
they come here, simply because I think it sends a positive message. 
When you look at Mrs. Radjavi’s 10-point plan for the future of 
Iran, it tracks very nicely with our own Constitution. 

So, this MEK group is a democratic group, and we need to re- 
spect that, I think. We need to do the right thing. 

Senator Lieberman. I’d just say briefly that the very fact of this 
hearing is important today, because the greatest enemy of the peo- 
ple in Camp Liberty is invisibility, because then they get to be a 
pawn for the Iranians. The fact that the hearing is being held, and 
very strong supportive statements by the Chairman, Ranking 
Member Senator Reed, members of the committee, they’ll get — 
they’ll hear about this, both in Camp Liberty, so it’ll give them 
hope, but also they’ll hear about it in the government offices in 
Baghdad and, I hope, in Tehran. 

I mean, the danger here is that, as part of what some people 
think is a new era in United States-Iranian relations, that the Ira- 
nians will try to leverage our State Department to turn away from 
what’s happening in Camp Liberty. That’s where the kind of bipar- 
tisan leadership that is reflected in this committee is so important. 
But, the ultimate — the immediate goal: protect the security of the 
people in Camp Liberty, and get them out of there to somewhere 
else as quickly as possible. 

I’ll just come back to what I said in my opening statement real 
briefly. This is a — to me, a message to us that we ought to be sup- 
porting political opponents, including the MEK, but others as well, 
to the Iranian regime, because that’s probably the best way we can 
guarantee long-term better relations with that great country. 

Colonel Martin. Sir, I’d defer to a note that was just passed to 
me by a man who I served with in combat and a close advisor to 
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the Multinational Force Iraq Commander as well as to Paul 
Bremer. 

Abadi, as I mentioned before, is very weak. This is a golden op- 
portunity for the United States to pressure him into allow the resi- 
dents to leave and for us to bring all the residents here. As I men- 
tioned, there are enough families throughout the United States, we 
can absorb all them. When you think about all the torment and all 
the horror that they have had to go through, for the past 3-4 years, 
especially — well, since 2009 — and yet, they still remain loyal to the 
United States, hoping that we will be able to do something to lift 
them out of that tyranny, it’s time to bring them out. It’s only a 
matter of time before the fight between Maliki and al-Abadi is 
going to come to a head. I fear Maliki has the strongest support 
of the militias, Abadi will be out. 

Senator Rounds. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCain. Senator King. 

Senator King. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I’m new to this subject, so I want to ask some sort of basic ques- 
tions. 

Several times, you gentlemen used the term that “U.S. made as- 
surances,” the term “solemn promise,” “guarantees.” Colonel Mar- 
tin, you mentioned a card. What did that card say? What — I’d like 
to know specifically what assurances were delivered by whom and 
when. 

Colonel Martin. Yes, sir, this was the Protected Persons Status 
under the Geneva Convention. I have a copy of it. If you give me 
a second, I can find it real quick and 

Senator King. Well, I’d like to know what it says. 

Colonel Martin. Okay. 

Senator King. I mean, what I’m searching for here is: What were 
the assurances and the — specifically — and who delivered them, and 
when? I think that’s a fair question, given that’s — seems to be the 
premise of this discussion. 

Colonel Martin. “This cardholder is Protected Person under the 
agreement of the terms of the fourth Geneva Convention. Should 
the assigned person” — it’s a little blurry — should an incident occur, 
it requests that the person contact the Military Police Brigade. 
Then it goes on, the agreement that they made, ‘You are being of- 
fered your release from control and protection in exchange for your 
promise to comply with certain regulations.” It clearly states they 
are protected, they will not be — they will not be arrested, they will 
not be harmed. 

Senator Lieberman. What did they have to do? 

Senator King. But 

Colonel Martin. What they had to do, sir, is go ahead and sign 
an agreement. 

Senator King. That’s when they were moved from Ashraf to 
Camp Liberty? 

Colonel Martin. No, sir, that was a whole different set of prom- 
ises. If I may, sir. 

Senator McCain, if it’s all right. I’d like to have this submitted, 
too. 

Senator King. Well, you can make this for the record. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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HEADQUARTERS 

MULTWiATlONAL FORCE - IRAQ 
eASKDAD. >RAQ 
APO A£ 09342-1400 


Deputy Commander 


Iuly2l,2004 


People of .^hraf 
Ashrat* Iraq 


I am willing lev congratulate each individual Hving in Camp Ashraf on ihcir rccognilion as 
protected persons under the Fourth Geneva Convsniion. Inis determinaiion will assist in 
expediting the ctTorts of iniemaitonai orgarJzadoiis in your disposition as individuals in 
accordance with applicable mtemational law. 

You have signed an Agreeincni rejecting violence and icrrorisn. This sends a strong 
signal and is a powerful first step on the road to your final individual disposition. 

In our effons to reach a peaceful future for the people of Camp Ashraf, we will continue 
to seek ihe best disposition for each individual arid commend you all for your patience and 
cooperation during this lengthy process. 



Milled 

.£aj^ a</neral, US Army 

j^Ommanding General 


Senator King. But, I want to know who made assurances 

Colonel Martin. Yes, sir. 

Senator King. — and what those assurances were. Saying ‘You’re 
a Protected Person under the” 

Colonel Martin. Yes, sir. 

Senator King. — “Geneva Convention” isn’t a promise that the 
U.S. will take you in. I mean, I just — I want to understand what 
the promise is that we’re being urged to honor. 

Colonel Martin. Yes, sir. I understand. 

The first one is, they would he protected and they would remain 
at Camp Ashraf. That was 2004. That was with the U.S. State De- 
partment, in agreement with the United States Department of De- 
fense. Rumsfeld was the actual person that finally approved it, but 
working with the State Department. 
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The person who issued those cards, under order of the U.S. Em- 
bassy, was Brigadier General Dave Phillips, who was also part of 
this group that works closely, that they would be protected 

Senator King. But, it’s your position that this Geneva Conven- 
tion assurance of being a protected person constitutes a solemn 
promise of the United States to look after these people indefinitely? 

Senator Lieberman. Part of this was — you correct me, Wes — that 
the residents gave up their arms. They were disarmed. That was 
part of a post-Saddam policy of our military in Iraq. General 
Odierno was actually involved, in some ways, not at the higher 
level he ultimately reached, but he was on the ground in these ne- 
gotiations. 

I’ll tell you. Senator King, to me one of the most — I’ve had it hap- 
pen two or three times — most compelling moments in my own un- 
derstanding — or getting more understanding of what happened 
here was to hear leaders of the U.S. military, including General 
Phillips, but then people on up who were Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff at the time, standing up and saying, at a public 
meeting, “We made a promise to these people, and we broke it.” I 
mean, it was 

Senator King. Well, all I’m looking for is. What’s — what was the 
promise, when was it made, and who made it? Perhaps you could 
submit that for the record. That’s what I’m interested in. 

Colonel Martin. We can do that, sir. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

United States Protection and Commitment to the residents: 

Senator King asked about the commitment of the United States to the residents 
of former Camp Ashraf and now Camp Liberty, requesting that a written statement 
be provided to demonstrate how and by whom the residents were declared ’protected 
persons’ and who in the United States Government recognized them as such and 
made the commitment to protect them. 

As to this request, I would like to inform the Committee that the United States 
military, on hehalf of the U.S. Government, signed an agreement with each and 
every single resident of Camp Ashraf that in return for “rejecting violence” and “re- 
jecting participation in or support for terrorism” and delivering “all military equip- 
ment and weapons” under their “control and responsihility,” they will “remain under 
the protection of the United States forces until their final disposition. These final 
disposition options included, among others, voluntary return to Iran or seeking ref- 
uge outside Iraq through relevant international organizations. The protected person 
status under the 4”’ GenevaConvention was granted following the signing of this 
agreement. 

In a letter dated July 21, 2004, Maj. General Geoffrey D. Miller, then-Deputy 
Commanding General Multi National Force-Iraq, congratulated “each individual liv- 
ing in Camp Ashraf on their recognition as protected persons under the Fourth Ge- 
neva Convention.” (Letter is enclosed) 

I am providing the following factual narrative, which describes the timeline and 
a series of actions undertaken by the United States Government regarding the legal 
status of the MEK and the U.S. obligation and commitment to protect its members 
in Camp Ashraf . This narrative is based on my conversations with United States 
commanders in the Iraqi theater, public sources, and submissions by the MEK to 
the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, in which it ex- 
plained the change of circumstances of the organization following the post-Iraq war. 

In addition, I am also attaching a legal opinion on the subject by two highly ac- 
claimed International Humanitarian Law scholars. Prof. Marco Sassoli, Professor 
of International Law and Director of the Department of International Law and 
International Organization at the University of Geneva, Commissioner of the Inter- 
national Commission of Jurists’ (ICJ, and Associate Professor at the Universite du 
Quebec a Montreal, Canada; and Dr. Siobhan Wills, an expert in public inter- 
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national law, particularly the law of armed conflict, human rights law, and the law 
relevant to peacekeeping operations at University College Cork in Cork Ireland. 

This legal opinion, citing various International Humanitarian Law and several ar- 
ticles of the Fourth Geneva Convention, makes it clear that even as of today, the 
United States is still legally bound to protect the residents of former Camp Ashraf 
and now Camp Liberty. 


THE FACTUAL NARRATIVE: 

1. MEK DISARMS: 

Before the United States-led invasion of Iraq, the Mujahedin-e Khalq (MEK/ 
PMOI) declared its complete neutrality in the conflict. In a letter to the Secretary 
of State Colin Powell in February 2003, the MEK’s umbrella group wrote that it will 
take no part in the war and its only aim is to struggle against the Iranian regime. 
In early 2003, the MEK also gave the coordinates and locations of all of its bases 
and centers in Baghdad to the United Nations Monitoring, Verification and Inspec- 
tion Commission (UNMOVIC) and subsequently through members of United States 
Congress and the British Parliament to the United States and UK governments. 

In April 2003, the MEK and the Coalition forces signed an agreement of mutual 
understanding and coordination . Subsequently, a further agreement to consolidate 
and disarm was reached in May. General Raymond T. Odierno, who had negotiated 
the agreement, announced it in May 2003 and characterized it not as surrender, but 
as “an agreement to disarm and consolidate.”'^ Concerning the MEK, General 
Odierno added, “I would say that any organization that has given up their equip- 
ment to the Coalition is clearly cooperating with us, and I believe that should lead 
to a review of whether they are still a terrorist organization or not.” ^ He noted that 
the MEK and the U.S. shared similar goals “in forming democracy and fighting op- 
pression and that they had been ‘extremely cooperative.’”^ 

Following this agreement, the MEK handed over all its heavy, medium and small 
caliber weapons to the Coalition. In a statement on May 10, 2003, CENTCOM 
(United States Central Command) welcomed the PMOI’s cooperation. It said, “V 
Corps has accepted the voluntary consolidation of the Mujahedin-E-Khalq’s (MEK) 
forces, and subsequent control over those forces . . . The MEK forces have been abid- 
ing by the terms of this agreement and are cooperating with Coalition soldiers.”'' 
In a statement a week later, CENTCOM said, “Coalition forces have consolidated 
2,139 tanks, armored personnel carriers, artillery pieces, air defense artillery pieces 
and miscellaneous vehicles formerly in the possession of the Mujahedin-e Khalq 
(MEK) forces . . . The voluntary, peaceful resolution of this process by the MEK and 
the Coalition significantly contributes to the Coalition’s mission to establish a safe 
and secure environment tor the people of Iraq.”® 

In an interview with the press corps the following month, in response to a ques- 
tion about the status of MEK in Iraq, Gen. Odierno said, ’’They have been com- 
pletely disarmed. We have taken all small arms and all heavy equipment. They had 
about 10,000 small arms, and they had about 2,200 pieces of equipment, to include 
about 300 tanks, about 250 armored personnel carriers and about 250 artillery 
pieces.”® 

2. THE UNITED STATES RECOGNIZES THE MEK AS ’PROTECTED PERSONS’ UNDER THE 
FOURTH GENEVA CONVENTION: 

Subsequent to the agreement on the voluntary handover of weapons between the 
MEK and the Coalition and once that process was completed, there followed an ex- 
tensive investigation, including individual questioning, of each member resident at 
Ashraf (numbering about 3,400) by the CIA (Central intelligence Agency), the FBI 
(Federal Bureau of Investigation), and the State, Defense, Justice, Homeland Secu- 
rity, and Treasury departments, among other agencies. Ultimately, on July 2, 2004, 
the US government concluded that it had “found no basis to charge members of an 
Iranian opposition group [MEK] in Iraq with violations of American law.” 


'Agence France Presse, “US says Iran opposition in Iraq agrees to disarm,” April 10, 2003. 
2 Ibid. 

2 Ibid. 

'I CENTCOM statement, “MEK Consolidating under Coalition Control,” May 10, 2003. 

® CENTCOM statement, “Update on the Consolidation of the Mujahedin-E Khalq (MEK),” May 
17, 2003. 

® Defense Link, United States Department of Defense, “Maj. Gen. Odierno Video-teleconfer- 
ence fromBaghdad,” June 18, 2003. 

2 Douglas Jehl, “U.S. Sees No Basis to Prosecute Iranian Opposition ‘Terror’ Group Being 
Held in Iraq,” The New York Times,. July 27, 2004. Available at: http:! I www.nytimes.com I 
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That clean bill of health, together with the signing by such individual MEK mem- 
ber of a written agreement renouncing terrorism and rejecting violence led to the 
grant in July 2004 to all MEK members “protected person” status under the Fourth 
Geneva Convention. ® The New York Times wrote in this regard, “Senior American 
officials said extensive interviews by officials of the State Department and the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation had not come up with any basis to bring charges 
against any members of the group.”® 

By Proclamation of July 2004, the United States affirmed that it had confirmed 
protected person status to the individuals at Camp Ashraf under the Fourth Geneva 
Convention. In a letter to Ashraf residents, Maj. Gen. Geoffrey D. Miller, then- 
Deputy Commanding General of Multi-National Force-Iraq, wrote, “I am writing to 
congratulate each individual living in Camp Ashraf on their recognition as protected 
persons under the Fourth Geneva Convention . . . You have signed an Agreement re- 
jecting violence and terrorism. This sends a strong signal and is a powerful first 
step on the road to your final individual disposition.” 

The PMOTs ‘protected persons’ statue was reiterated in a letter dated October 7, 
2005 from Major General William H. Brandenburg, Deputy Commanding Gen- 
eral of the Multi-National Force — Iraq, addressed to the General Secretary of the 
MEK, Mme. Sedigheh Hosseini, and the residents of Camp Ashraf. In his letter, 
Gen. Brandenburg took note that both sides had benefited by their working together 
“in the spirit of common humanitarianism.” General Brandenburg ’s meticulous list- 
ing in his letter of the rights guaranteed the MEK by the Coalition forces is a testa- 
ment to the solicitude of the Coalition toward these individuals. 

And in February 2006, Maj. Gen. John Gardner, who replaced Gen. Branden- 
burg, reiterated the MNF-I’s “responsibilities with regard to the Geneva Convention 
Relative to the Treatment of Civilian Persons (GCIV), 1949.” 

On September 4, 2008, Gen. David Petraeus, then-Commanding General of the 
Multi-National Force-Iraq, said, “the residents or Camp Ashraf, the Mujahedin-e 
Khalq, are in a legal status that is called “Protected Persons Status” by inter- 
national law. And U.S. Forces still arc responsible for the security of them because 
of that status.” 

International organizations have also recognized the status of the PMOI/MEK as 
protected persons under the Fourth Geneva Convention. The International Com- 
mittee of the Red Cross (ICRC) wrote in April 2004, “The PMOI members in Iraq 
fall in general under the protection of the Fourth Geneva Convention.” The ICRC 
reiterated its position in a subsequent letter in December 2004. It wrote, “ . . . those 
persons who were protected by the Fourth Geneva Convention . . . remain protected 
by the Fourth Geneva Convention.” 

3. CONTINUED PROMISE OF SECURITY TO THE RESIDENTS 

The Department of State directly or by other means repeatedly reiterated its com- 
mitment to safety and security of the residents. The following are a few examples: 

a) Secretary Hillary Rodham Clinton, December 25, 2011: 

“We welcome the agreement by the Government of Iraq to allow the United 
Nations to station monitor at this new location around the clock and to ob- 
serve the move from Ashraf to this new location.” She added “In addition, 
officials from United States Embassy Baghdad will visit regularly and fre- 
quently.” 

b) Ambassador Daniel Fried, “Special Briefing”, December 29, 2011: 


2004 1071271 world / reach-war-people-s-mujahedeen-us-sees-no-basis-prosecute-iranian-opposi- 
tion.html 

® US government declaration on the ‘protected persons’ status of the MEK, July 2, 2004. 

® Jehl, Op.cit. 

i®Maj. Gen. Geoffrey D. Miller. Deputy Commanding General, MNF-I. letter to Ashraf resi- 
dents, July 21,2004. 

UMaj. Gen. William H. Brandenburg, Deputy Commanding General. MNF-I. letter to MEK 
Secretary General, Ms. Sedigheh Hossein, October 7, 2005. 

Maj. Gen. John D. Gardner, Deputy Commanding General, MNF-1, letter to MEK Secretary 
General, Ms. Sedigheh Hosseini, February 6. 2006. 

13 General David Petraeus, Commanding General, Multi-National Force-Iraq, interview, Sep- 
tember 4, 2008. 

11 Georges Comninos, Head of Operations, Middle East and North Africa, International Com- 
mittee of the Red Cross, April 20. 2004. 

13 Georges Comninos, Head of Operations, Middle East and North Africa, International Com- 
mittee of the Red Cross, December 16, 2004. 

http: I ! www.state.gov ! secretary i rm ! 2011 j 12! 179695.htm 
http:! i www.state.gov i secretary j rm i 2011 j 12 j 179695.htm 
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“The U.N. will conduct 24/7 monitoring at Camp Liberty — or former Camp 
Liberty.” He also said “In addition, Embassy Baghdad will visit former 
Camp Liberty on a frequent basis to provide robust observation.” 

c) Agreement between Department of State and MEK. August IG, 2012: 

The Department of State “Commit to support safety and security of the resi- 
dents until the last of the residents leaves Iraq.” 

d) Department of State, Au^st 29, 2012: 

“The United States also reiterates its commitment to support the safety and 
security of the residents throughout the process of their relocation outside of 
Iraq.” 

e) Further assurances, September 1, 2012 

Following discussing with State Department officials in a letter addressed lo 
Mrs. Rajavi, Secretary Tom Ridge, Governor Ed Rendell and Senator Robert 
Torricelli wrote: “Department officials also stressed their commitment for the 
safety and security of all residents throughout the process of their relocation 
outside Iraq.’XThe letter is attached). 

f) Agreement on 100 residents remaining at Ashraf as custodians of the 
residents’ property, August 16, 2012: 

The August 16, 2012, agreement between Department of State and PMOI rec- 
ognizes the right of the residents to “keeping an agreed number of residents 
at Ashraf to oversee the sale of the residents’ possessions.” This was the foun- 
dation of the quadripartite agreement also including U.N. and GOI for the re- 
location of the residents to Liberty. Accordingly, all agreed that 100 could stay 
in Ashraf, without a time limit, until the property issue was resolved. 

United Nations Secretary General’s Special Representative lo Iraq, Amb. Mar- 
tin Kohler, reiterated this point in the “Final arrangement for the relocation 
of Camp Ashraf residents” on September 6, 2012: “The GOI should provide 
protection for the property and remaining residents in CNI [Camp Ashraf] and 
their until the issue of property is resettled completely.” 

Secretary Clinton’s Special Advisor on Ashraf Amb. Fried wrote on September 
6, 2012:“ . . . 100 residual group without time limit remains as guardian of the 
property [at Camp Ashraf]. GOI also must provide protection for property.” 
Ambassador Fried was asked “whether there was a deadline for the last group 
of 100 to leave, he said there was ’no time limit’.” (AFP, October 3, 2012). 
Despite such agreement on September 1, 2013, Camp Ashraf was attacked and 
52 residents were massacred, execution-style. 

g) Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs Wendy Sherman, Senate 
Foreign Relations Hearing, October 3, 2013: 

“We quite agree that we need to do anything we can to resettle the people [in 
Camp Liberty], to get them out of the harm’s way, to make good on the word 
we gave to the MEK. I know there are strong feelings up here and I under- 
stand why.” 

Wesley Mortin (Ret.), 

Colonel (Retired), U.S. Army Military Police; 

Former Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection OIC, for Coalition Forces-lraq; 

Former Senior Operations Officer, Task Force 134 (Detention Operations), Multi-Na- 
tional Forces 
Iraq 

Former Commander-Camp Ashraf, Iraq 


I www.state.gov I r I pa I prs I ps 1 2011 / 12 1 179792.htm 
'^^http: ! Iwww.state.gov I r /pal prs I ps 12011 / 12 / 179792.htm 
^^http:/ ! www.state.gov /r/pa/prs / ps/2012 108/ 197002.htm 
^^Agence France Presse, October 3, 2012. 

22 Ernesto Londono, “At least 52 Iranian exiles executed in Iraqi camp, U.N. says,” The Wash- 
ington PostSeptember 4, 2013. Available at: https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/mitional- 
seeurity / at-least-52-iranian-exiles-executed-in-iraqi-camp-un-says / 2013 / 09 / 03 / 4eab81fa-14e5- 
lle3-al 00-66fa8fd9a50c — story.html 

22 Available at: http:/ / www.foreign.senate.gov / hearings / reversingirans-nuclear-program 
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/HFP^ 


May 10, 2003 


L)S says Iran opposition in Iraq agrees to disarm 

NORTHEASTERN IRAQ, May 10 (AFP) - US forces struck a disarmamcm deal here Saturday 
with the Iraq<bascd Iranian armed opposition, a group listed as a terrorist organi 2 aiion in the 
United States, a US general told AFP. 

'i'hc People's Mujahedeen's thousands of guerrilla fighters and heavy weapons ore to assemble in 
camps in Iraq under the control of the US-led coalition, said General Ray Odiemo. commander 
of the US Army's 4iJi Infanu^ Division. 

"It Is not a surrender. It is an agreement to disarm and consolidate.” Odiemo said allcr winding 
up two days of talks with the group, which has been termed a terrorist organization by the US 
State Department, the European Union and Iran. 

Speaking at a Mujahedeen base near the Iranian border, the general said they appeared to be 

committed to democracy in Iran and their cooncratiiHi with the United Statens should onunnt a 

review of their "terrorist” status. 

"1 would say that an\ organization that has given un their euuipment to the coalition clearly is 

coopcratine with us. and I believe that should lead to a review of whether they are still a terrorist 

organization or not." he said. 

The Mujahedeen's 4.0(HJ to 5,000 nghlers - many of w hom were educated in the United Slates 
and Ivurope — would gather at one camp in Iraq while tlieir equipment, including scores of tanks, 
would be collected at another. Odiemo said. 

Ekah camps would be guarded by coalition forces and the weapons would nut be available to the 
Mujahedeen "unless we agree to allow them to have access", the general .said. 

The nghlers. including a large number of women, would not he categorized as prisoners of war 
but they would he under "coalilton control." Hicir status would be decided by Washington at a 
later date. 

They are likely to face hraiai remhulion if they arc repatriated to Iran, while asylum in the 
United States could fuel charges of double standards in the US fight against terrorism. 

The Pcople'.s Mujahedeen was supported by Saddam Hussein's regime as a hufl’cr against Iranian 
inlluencc in Iraq, and could provide US forces with valuable information about the former Iraqi 
leadership and pro-Iranian militia groups in the region. 
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Asked what role they could play in the future of Iraq. Odiemo said only that they shared similar 
goals to the United States in "forming democracy and fighting oppression” and that they had 
been "extremely cooperative." 

Mujahedeen officials refused to comment publicly about the agreement, but one officer said the 
group had no quarrel with the United States and had not fired a shot at coalition forces during the 
war to topple Saddam’s regime. 

A "ceasefire" deal was agreed last month after the United States bombed some of the 
Mujahedeen's camps in Iraq. 

US and Mujahedeen troops have mingled cordially during the discussions here over the past two 
days, although the US military was taking no chances with regular overflights by F-15 bombers 
and Apache attack helicopters. 

Washington's dialogue with the Mujahedeen has infuriated Iran, which has accused the United 
States of hypocrisy in its "war on terror". 

Also known by its Persian name Mujahedeen-e Khalq, the group has mounted major attacks 
inside Iran and has been fighting to overthrow the clerical regime in Tehran since shortly after it 
seized power. 

Washington and Tehran do not have formal diplomatic relations, and US President George W. 
Bush labelled Iran as part of an "axis of evil" last year along with Saddam's Iraq and communist 
North Korea. 

US officers are concerned that if the group is rendered powerless, rival guerrillas from the Badr 
Brigade, the Iran-based military wing of the main Iraqi Shiite faction, will gain influence in the 
region. 
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NEWS RELEASE 

MtAlXJt -ARTHRS UNITI-n STATES C ENTRAL COMMAND 
71 1 5 Situ(h RouTulory ik>ulcvard 
MocDill Af-B. Rn 

3362l-5int riwiw; (XI3)S37.5HV4|; FAX: X27-221 1; DSN 65U5S94 


May 10. 2003 

Release Number: 03-<l5-37 


(•OR JMMEOIATF RHI.E^Sn 


MF.K CONSOLIDATING UNDLR fOAl.M ION CONTROL 

CT^BRA BASE, IRAQ V Corpv accepted the voluntary cotisiolidatiini of the Mujahedin-E- 
Khalq's tMEK) fortM. and ^uh^equent control over tho^e forces. T\xh process i& expected to lake 
several days to complete. NV'hen nnnily accuinplisited. the peaceful resolution of this process 
between the MEK and the Cuulttion will signincantly cuntribuic to the C'ualitiutrs inis.sioii to .set 
Ihc conditions that Mill establish a safe and secure cn> minmcni for the people of Iraq. Pawiously. 

V Corps M us moitiioring a ccase>nrc brokered hctMccn the MEK und Special Forces clemcnis- The 
M1;K Rirc'cs have bcN:n abiding by the terms of this ugreemcnl arut arc ciXtperating with Coalition 
soldieiN While mc arc confidenl that the process will proceed smotithly. we are conducting this 
operation In a deliberate manner to mmiml/c the possibility of misunderstandings or renewed 
violence. Groups disploying hostile miem or refusing to cooperate with Itic authority of the 
Coalition w ill be -subjected to the fiiM vveight of Coalition military pow er. Groups ore encouraged to 
adhere to this warning and submit tu the uulliority of Ihc Ccalitiun immediately. 

-3IL 
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AGREEMENT FOR THE INDIVIDUALS OF THE PEOPLE'S MUJAHEDIN 
ORGAM/^TION OF IRAN (PMOI) 

You arc being offered your release from Ciiniro! and protection in exchange for 
your promise to comply with certain conditions, fn exchange for your promises, you will 
be released from Multi-National Forces-lraq control and protection as soon as reasonably 
practicable. 

Please read the Agreement below. If you agree in abide by these lerms^ then sign 
your name at the bottom of the page. 


agreement 

I. . K.H AJJS: . kiiowmgly, willingly, and voluntarily enler inlo 

lliia Agrueinenl with Miilii-Nalionul Forces- Iraq. I agree to tlw Ibllowing; 

a. I rqeci participation in. or iuppon for leirorism. 

b. I have delivered all nnlltary equipment and weapuna under my control or 
reaponaihiliiy. 

c. I rcieci violence and I will not unlawfully lake up otma or engage in any hoiailc 
acL I will obey the laws of Iraq and relevant Liniiod Nations mandates while residing 
in this country. 

I understand that I will he free to leave and to return home when viable disposition 
options become available. I undemtand that some of these disposition options include: 
return to my nation of origin; admission to a third couniiy; application to the Ministry of 
Uisplacemcnl and Migration for continued residency in Iraq, or application to 
inlenialional organualions such as the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees. 
I agree to cooperate with Multi-National Forccs-lraq while these disposition options arc 
pursued. I agree lo remain under the protection of Multi-National Forces- Iraq at Camp 
Ashraf until these options arc completed. IF I violate any terms oF this Agreement, I may 
be subject lo prosecution or inlemmenu and adminislrati.e saiielions. I promise to 
scrupulously comply with my Agreemeiii. 
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PROTECTED PERSON ^ 
AMIR KHAIRY 

25AC8853 
1890 

, » 

The c¥d hoider is a PROTECTED PERSON under the agreements and 
terms of the MGeneya(onventjon. 

l0^ \ 

, Should an incident occur. I is requested that you contact the SSth 
Mditary Poice Brigade at the following phone numbers; 

FAQNACell: 790-1924363 i790-1904j« 1 790-192-3414 

MCI Cell; 1414461^ oi 1-914-3604749 

DNVT; 5344263;539453fl;539453i;5394509 

DSN: 318-9344263 or 31S-5394501 
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HEADQUARTERS 

WCIlTMMnOMAL FORCE - IRAQ 
BAGHDAD. IRAQ 
APOAEMM3I4M 


(Pro clamation h the Comma nder. IMu hi-lffatio naC <Porces- 
[r^ on tfi e Siftninfl of tfie “Jlfin ement for tH e Indiv ufuaCs of tfu 
( People’s Mujatiedttt Orpanizatio n of Iran ((PIMOI)" at JsAraf 
Iraq 

7b tfo residents of ^sHraf 

THe 'United' States Has confirmed your status as ‘protected 
persons’ under tHe TourtH geneva Convention and Has 
communicaud tHat determination to tHe IntemationaC Committee 
of tHe dlfd Cross in geneva. iHe acHjiowCedgement of tHis 
determination wilf assist in e:(pe£ting tHe efforts of tHe 
IntemationaC CommitUe of tHe <Rsd Cross and tHe 'United Orations 
TCigH Commissioner for Hffugees in your disposition as individuals 
in accordance witH appGcaHle intemationaC law. 


2 July, 2004 
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HEADQUARTERS 

MULTI-NATIONAL FORCE - IRAQ 
BAGHOAO, IRAQ 
APO AE 0«342>1400 


Ucptily Ciimniniulcr 


People of Ashral 
A^hmr. Iraq 


1 am whiing to congnitulalc each indiMdua) living in ( amp AshraCon (heir recognition 
pnuccfcd persons under ihc Fourth Geneva ronvcnlion. This deiermination 'vill assist in 
expediting the etTons nfinremational nrgantrations m yt)ur disposition as individuals in 
accordance with applicable international law. 

You have signed an Agreement rejecting violence and terrorism. This sends a strong 
signal ami is a powerful First step on the mad (o your rinai individual disposiuoir 

In our eftoiis to reach a peaceful future for the people of Camp Ashral, we w ill continue 
to seek 6c best disposition for each Individual and commend you all for your patience and 
e<K»pcration during this Ieng6y process. 


Very Rcs*pectriiily, 
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Sl)c ycUt Jlork STimcs 

July 27, 2004 
PEOPLE'S MUJAHEDEEN 

U.S. Sees No Basis to Prosecute Iranian Opposition 
'Terror' Group Being Held in Iraq 

By DOUGLAS JEHL 

WASHINGTON, .luly 26 - A 16-month reviuw hy the Unilwl Stales has found no 
basis to charge members of an Iranian opiX)sition group in Iraq with violations of 
American law, though the group is listed as a terrorist organization by the United 
Stales government, according to senior American officials. 

The case of the gniup, the People's Mujahedeen of Iran, or Mujahedeen Kholq, 
who.se camp was homberl by the United Status military in April 2003, has been 
watched closely as an important test of the Bush administration’s policy towaid 
terrorism and towaid Iran. 

About 3.800 members of the group arc being held in de facto American custody 
in Camp Ashruf, almut bo miles northeast of Baghdad. Tlie group remains on the 
Uniteil States teirorist list, though it is not known to have directerl any terrorist 
acts toward the United State.s fnr 25 years. Hut it does stage attacks against Iran, 
which has demanded that the Iraqi government either prosecute them or deport 
them to Iran. 

But .senior American officials said testen-sive interviews by officials of the State 
Department and the Federal Bureau of Investigation had not come up with any 
basis to bring charges against any members of the group. In a July 21 
niemoraudum. Maj. Gen. Geoffrey D. Miller, the deputy commanding general in 
Iraq, sttid its menibers had now been designated "protected persons" by llie 
United States military, providing them new riglits. 

The American approach appears to reflect the limits of the government's 
counterterrorism policy. In the case of the People’s Mujahedeen, the United 
.States does not appear to have evidence to chaige individual members of the 
giraip with acts of terrorism, but it also appears unwilling to siureoder its 
members to their enemy, Iran. 

Under the Fourth Geneva Convention, which govents treatment of civilians in 
wartime, "protected persons" are those who fall under the control of an occupying 
power or a eountiy involved in the conflict. Among the most significant rights 



they are granted are protection against collective punishment and against 
expulsion. 

The formal American determination came after members of the group signed an 
agreement rejecting violence and terrorism. General Miller said in his .fuly 21 
letter, addressed to the "people of Ashraf." That agreement "sends a strong signal 
and is a powerful first step on the road to your final individual disposition.” the 
genend's letter .said, according to a copy that was made available to The New York 
Time.s. 

The State De|>artment said Monday that the determination of the status of group 
in Iraq did not affect its designation as a terrorist organization. The g.Soo 
membei's at Camp Ashraf are still being vetted to determine whether any took 
part in teiTorist activities, said Adam Ereli. the department's deputy spokesman. 

But in the memorandum, General Miller struck a warm tone, saying he was 
"writing to congratulate each individual living in Camp Ashraf' on their status. 
Senior American officials said it was still possible that some members of the 
group might be charged with crimes in European countries, but Uuit they did not 
expect any of them to he charged in American ixmrts. 

"A member of a terrorist organization is not necessarily a terrorist." a senior 
American official said. "To take action against somebody, you have to 
demonstrate that they have done soinetliing." 

Muhammad Mohaddessin, a senior official of the People's Mujuhedeen, said in a 
telephone interview from Paris on Monday that the absence of American chaiges 
against members of the group, after months in which they have licen held, .should 
raise questions about the organization's terrorist designation. 

"I think the fact of the matter is that there is no reason for keeping the 
Mujahe<ieen on the terrorism ILst at all." Mr. Mohaddessin said, "because if these 
thousands of people who are in Iraq are not lerrorists - when they all have been 
screened, and no terrorism link has been found - then really there is no basis 
whatsoever for accusing the Mujahedeen of being a tentirist organization." 

Tile .American military has kept the members confined to their camp since .April 
20Ug, when the organization signed an agreement witlt United States 
commanders. Tlieir designation as "protected persons" reflects a final 
determination that they were not involved in acts of belligerence against the 
American military during the war, .American nfflcials said. 

The designation would make it all but impossible for members of the group to be 
e.xtradited to Iran, senior American officials said. In December, the interim Iraqi 
government ordered that members of the group be expelled, but the move was 
opposed by the United States, and the directive was never carried out. 



Some opponenU of Iran, including dozens of memlx-rs of Congress, have argued 
that the People's Mujahedeen serves as an effective source of pressure on the 
Iranian government and should be rewarded, not punished, by the United States. 

Nevertheless. Mr. Ereli, the State Department spokesman, said the group 
"continues to be a designated foreign terrorist organization," a status tliat was 
imposed by the Clinton administration. 

He said that "we will continue to treat individuals who can be determined to have 
been involved in terrorist incidents consistent with the laws that apply." But 
privately, senior American ofTicials noted that it has been more than 35 years 
since members of the People's Mujahedeen were last believed to have been 
involved in attacks against the United States, and that most of its rc-cent violent 
acts were directed at Iran. 

In Iran, a government spokesman. Alnlollah Kamazanzadeh. said any American 
move to grant the People’s Mujahedeen protected status would undermine the 
United States' claims to he fighting terrorist groups. "I hope those who claim they 
are combating terrorism prove the truth and confront the ones who have 
committed e\iensive crimes against the Iranian nation," he said. 

A senior .American ofTicial said tlie United Statisi opposisl Iran's request that 
members of the group be handed over for trial because "we have real questions 
about the fairness and transparency of justice" there. 

Until the American invasion of Iraq last year, the People's Mujahedeen 
maintained armed camps near the Iranian Imi^er that included tanks, artilleiy 
and other modem weapons. 'I'hc group had operated inside Iraq since the late 
iqBo's with the support of the Iraqi government. 

The American bombing raids on the camps represented the most aggressive 
approach by the United States in the handling of the group. It was followed by a 
gentler approach, including prolonged cease-fire negotiations and a cordial 
rel.ationship between the group and the American military police units that have 
gimrded the camp, preventing members from leaving except under American 
militaiy escort. 
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HEADQUARTERS 

MULT)4MTI0NAl. FORCE • EUO 
BAOhOAO. MAO 
AFO A£ 0M42-14O0 


Ociober 7. 2005 


MNKI-DCG 


A&hnir. trng 


Tu The PMOi Genenl SecrelAr> . Mudame SeOigbeh Hoseini and The Residents of Camp Aahmf 

In June of 2004. the residents of Comp Ashraf were determined to be protected by the 
provisions uf the FounJi Gencs'u Convention covering alien civilians in a territoiy of conilici. 

Since that date, we believe that Coalition Forces and the residents of Comp Ashraf have 
greatly benefited fium wording together to ensure that the rights and proicctioos provided by the 
Foimh Geneva Convention are enjoyed by the residents of Camp .A^vaC in the spirit of common 
humanitorlsm. 

As wt; approach the first anniversary of this legal determination. I would like to take ibis 
of^nunity to review imporinm rights nod protections under imemational law’ thot this 
detcmtinniion provides to the residents of Camp Ashraf. 


i. The residents of Comp Ashraf have the right to protection from 
danger, violence, coersiou. and intimidaiiun. and to special 
protection for the dignity and rights of women: 

U. They have the right to help In contacting their families outside 
Camp Ashraf. and their families have the right to help in 
contacting them: 

iii. They have the right to seek assiscuicc from the Intcmaiioiiai 
Committee of the Red Cross, (he United Nations High 
Commissioner for Kefugees. and from other tniemational 
humanitarian organizations: 

Iv They have the right to freedom of thought, religion, expression, 
intn^communit) association, and political opinion: they also hove 
the right to free^m trom persecution and forced unpaid labor. 

V. They have the right U> l<K>d. health care, and a quality of living 
which meets the standards of local residents of the territory in 
which they are protected: 
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vi. Tbc>' ha\'c the right to liiir treainicnt under the law. In accordance 
^vith Iraqi domestic law and international standards: 

vii. The)’ have the right to pursue employment opponunities and 
profit-making activities which are consistent with local laws and 
can be taken without compromising their overriding right to 
personal safety: 

viii. They have the right to speak with representatives of die Coalition, 
the Protecting Power, privately and with confidence in the 
Coalition's humanitarian interest in their situation: 

ix. They have the right to refuse to return to their country of 

nationality, regardless of their legal status in tlie country in which 
they are protected: 

X. rhey have the right to depart the tenilory Of conflict at any lime 
for their country of nationality or for any other country for which 
they possess valid Imvel documenuuion. 

All of these rights arc essential for the protection of the residents of Camp Ashraf, and under 
the terms of the Fourth Geneva Convention, and they cannot be renounced, either by the 
residents of Camp Ashraf or by Coalition Forces. 

It is important that the residents of Camp Ashraf are aware of the rights they enjoy, and of 
tile ways in which they are able to exercise those rights. It is also important that all residents of 
Camp Ashraf understand that they ore free to depart Iraq at any time, and that Coalition Forces 
and international and humanitarian organizations stand ready and wilting to assist them. 

All residents of Camp Ashraf wishing to return to the country of their nationality are eligible 
for assistance from Coalition Forces, die Iraqi Ministry of Human Rights, and the International 
Commiltee of die Red Cross (ICRC). which have helped nearly 300 people return to Iran and 
other countries in recent months. 

All residents of Camp Ashraf who do not wish lu return to their country' of nationality and 
instead wish to seek an individual or family refugee status determination, and individual or 
family claims for reseitlemeni in a third country, can request that their cases be referred to the 
I’nited Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). 

Coalition Forces remain committed to fulfilling the humanitarian mission of ensuring that the 
important rights provided by the Geneva Conventions - to safety and security, to freedom of 
thought, to food and shelter - bit respected at Camp Ashraf. 

Please do not hesitate to contact the JIATF Commander, or to speak to any of the men and 
women under my command who work alongside them at Camp Ashraf. if you have any 
questions or concerns about your situation. 
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Communication is one of the must important tools we have in ensuring that the rights 
provided to the residents of Camp Ashraf are enjoyed equally by all. We welcome conversation 
with all of the people of Ashraf. and the men ar>d women under my command look forward to 
hearing your thoughts and concerns. 


Very Rcspectllill), 


William H. Brandenburg" 


Major General. US Army 
Commanding 
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Aswat al-lraq 

M I i I I ■■■■■■ 

4 SEPTEMBER ?008 




GENERAL DAVID PETRAEUS 

I NT H (.,1.) H..' » I o«*» A,-v/rti 1 1 jti. My question is about the Ashraf 

cuiiip that is Muialidi Khalq's home. I puess. They're now traiisrenin): the security, the 
security situation from the Antctican foR-cs to the Iraqi forcc-s. They're saying that 
they arc being prnicctcil by the ititcmational law. also by — there's a laiw ld4R. I 
think. These forces are - What did the American forces do about transferring the 
security'; They don't have any fear that this opera that they -- iransfemng these 
forces is going to be harmful to these people or they're going to be harmed'.’ 


GEN. PETRAEUS: As you may know, the residents of Camp Ashraf. the Mujahedin- 
e Khalq. arc in a legal status that is callcti "Pnitccted Persons .Status" by intenialional 
law. And U.S. forces still are responsible for the security of them because of that 
status. We have, however, begun the process of transition of .seenrily to Iraqi Scfurity 
Eorces. who arc now joining us. they arc jointly helping to secure Camp Ashraf. 



LWc have taken iiucniational organizations 
up there and also your Ministry of Human Riglits and. I think, most recently that you 
hciuxl the Prime Minister spokesman. Ali al-Dabbagh yesterday. I believe, or the day 
lieforc, stale that they will in fact be secured after the transition of that security to 
Iraqi Secui ily Forces. 
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«m.¥to 

AntvIKKOI 


HEADQUARTERS 

MULTI-NATtONAL FORCE - IRAQ 
BAGHOAO. IRAQ 
APO AE 0E342-14II0 


February 16. 2006 


Office of the Deputy Commandint: General 


Secretary General Madame Sedigheh Mosseini 
/\ahtaf. Iraq 

Dear Madame Hosseini: 

Thank you for your receni inquiry on behalf of the residents of Camp Ashraf regarding the 
legality of any non-voluntary repatriation of Ashraf residents to their counto' of origin. Multi- 
National Force-liaq appreciates our responsibilities with regard to the Geneva Convenlion 
Relative to the Treatment of Civilian Persons (GC IV), 1949. In particular, we are sensitive to 
the requirements established in Article 45 which prohibit the transfer of a protected person to a 
country in which he or she may have reason to fear persecution for his or her political opinions 
or religious beliefs. 

Finally. 1 would like to assure you that the coalition remains deeply committed to the 
security and rights of the protected people of Ashraf and the principle of non-rcfoulemcnt. Wc 
will continue to work with the residents of Camp Asliraf. Iraqi authorities, and appropriate 
international organizations to resolve the disposition of the Ashraf residents consistent with 
applicable international law. 


Sincerely. 




I D. GardtKr 
ifajor General. U.S. Army 
■'Deputy Commanding General 
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I'.dmirtI C. keiiJdl Robert TbrrkeIR Tom Rlilge 

Stiiith titfHiJ .SMiff \ l4t^i >mtiKPiu-m hv/r>«. 4'<l \tin> itit 

Phlhkh'lfifthi, f*.i, f¥lv! Vt'U ,Ava/i- MA iAi fit 


Mi^. Man am Kaju>i. 
Pncsidcnl-clcct. NCRl. 

1 5 rue dcs Gords. 
y.S43l) Auvers Sur-Oi'ic 
f nuicc 


September l« 3UI2 


Dear Presidetn RajuN i. 

In recent weeks we have been involved in u continuous dialogue with senior State Depunmeni 
ollicials of the United Stale (jovemmcnl. llicse diseii&aions ha>e included IX*pul> 

SixTctarv Nidcs and Ambassador Daii I ricik Sectvlar>' Clinton's S|)ccial Advisor on Camp Ashraf. 

( )ur purpo.se has been to create a credible link between your movement and the 1 Jnited Stales 
Govcmnieiii by virtue of our previous service to our Ooveriunent and our known commitment to the 
humtinitariiin needs of the residents ofeamp-s Ashmf and l.ihcity . 

We ua* imw convinced that senior State iXpariincnt olViciais arc aware of the condition iit ( amp 
l.ihcrty including the ordeal of Ihe residents and there is a genuine intention in the Suite Department 
to ivsoivc this pn^Mctn. I hey have reassured us that they arc eoinmlilcd to securing the humunitarian 
rei|uircmcnts of walei and electricity. Recent discussions have focused directly on the need to 
tninsfcr generators, basic cimslruciion cquipincnk special facilities for the disabled as well as 
personal and utility vehicles. A her the Inst convoy the challenge will be u> protect and (hen 
motteiiA; residents' property nt Ashnifon a reasonable b«sb. 

IXportnicm officials also .stressed their commitment for the sufely and security of all ivsidenis 
througlu>ut the process of their relocation outside Iraq, llicy seem particularly focused on tlnding a 
resolution to live reUKinion issue as soon os possible and up|)ear to be regularly engaged with other 
govemmenis. 

I tnally, out discussions with scnii>rofTiciaK including Scca*tar> Nidcs tmd Ambassador fried, 
recognize the importance of the delisting ofific McK in the resettlement pixKcss. They assured us 
that after the residents leave Ashmf by mid September for Liberty (except those remaining tor 
maintenance und selling of ihc properties) the MI:K will be delisted in a manor of days. Ilicy were 
very evpiich on this und convinced us that the Depunrncni ofStale is committed to 
delisting the McR m\d want |o assure yi)u of our tlim belict that delisting the MICK is imminent. This 
would, of course, eiuihlc all of us including the Oq>uiimcnl of State to hicus on rcselllcmenl of all 
residents outside Iraq. As we have been assured ilircclly« wc arc conliilcnl that Ihe 
iXpartmcnl will act honorably. 
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We prajse>our leadership in handling (his complex ^M}liiical and humanituriun issue with such 
outstanding skill and care for human values. Wc also entnmciul t)ic cutnp leadership in the face of 
such a ditVicull and unbearable siiuaiiotL 

We also respect the sacrifices that the residents have made in this ordeal and 
admire their commitment to n five Iran We can only ofl'cr our own assurance that our discussions 
with Ihc United Slates Govcmnicnl have convinced us i)!' their continued eomniitmcnt to improve 
condirions and end the unjust listing t>t'ihc Mh.K on the I- IX) list. 


Kcspcclluliy. 


liovirmorndwanl Rciitlcll Senator Robert Torricelli, Secretary Font Ridae 

CC: Ms. Mojgan Piirsaci. Vice President. Camp Asliriil" 

Ms. /.ohreh Akhyani. PMOI Secretary (ienenil. Camp AsImaF 
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From: ’Tried. Daiiicl" <rncdD .siAitf.eov > 

Dale: Thu. 6 Serp 2012 08:40:33 -0400 
To: < 11^00 1 

Subjcclj Some progress 

Finaliv. and after much sharp prodding, trucks have shown up at Ashraf. More. UNAMi. with our 
support, negotiated with the GOI a text of "Final Arrangements,'’ to be sent shortly to Pans. It includes: 

• Convoy 7 to consist ot 680 persons. Inspection to begin 7 September. Loading to begin 9 
September. Passengers (with personal luggage) to be inspected starting 12 .September. Arrival 
at Hurriya by 15 September. 

• Residual group of 200 through the end of September. After that, lOO residual group without 
time limit remains as guardian of the property. GOI also must provide protection for property. 

• Residents hand over "parts" of Ashraf after Convoy 7. Rest handed over after agreement on 
property. 

Issues of property may be the largest outstanding problems. But this marks progress. MEK should 
respond in line with current constructive mode, not with previous histrionics. 

It goes without saying that we will have to keep prodding and pushing to keep this on track. 
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The Li’i'iil Oblis>a(iun» uf lliv LinilvU Slatci lu Protect the Members of 
the People's Mujahedin Oruanisalinn of Iran now in Camp Asiiraf 


ProfMiirco Sassoli 
Dr Siobhaji Wills 


27 December 2008 
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The Legal (Jbligaftons uT the Lnitcd Slates to Protect the Members of 
the People's Mujahedin Organisation of Iran no>\ in Camp Ashraf 


Prof Marco Sassoli 
Or Siobhan Wills 


I. Introduction 

This paper examines the legal ohliguiions' of Uie United States to protcci the members 
of the People’s Muiahedin Organisation of lian (PMOIt that aie now in Camp Ashraf 
focusing in particular on the ohligations arising under intemaiional humanitaiian law 
Tlie 1 <nitcd States (which assumed protection of the PMOl in 3003 when, following the 
t trganisaiion's disarmament, it look over responsibility foi* the security of their camp), 
is currently under pressure to transfer control of Camp Ashrtif to the government ol 
Iraq. In June 3{KIH Iraq'.s (’ouncil of Minislei'S agreed a number of measures in relation 
to the PMOl, including u deiii;uid that the Mulii>NaitoiiaI Force ’abandon this 
Organisation ami hand over to reiexuni Iraqi authoritie.s alt conUX)l points and issues 
itmi relate to Ute nieinlK'rs of this ( >rgunisalion.* ' 

IW PMOl arc refugees from Iran. Without the protection of the United Slater 
dicy would be very likely to be rvpatriulcd lo Imii. t here arc well founded gnnmds Im 
fearing dial they would be persecuted there: the supfiression of ihe I'MOl by the Iranian 
a’gime and die arrest and v.xccution of its members has been documented by 
independent obseners such us Amnesty Intemaiional.^ Hie PMOI would also he 
vulnerable to altucks whilst stilt in lnu|: the government of Inq would not he able to 
protect them, fhe abandonment tmd handing over lo Iraqi aulhonlic.s of the PMOI 
w ould aUo place the PMOI at grav e risk of serious violations of their human rights ai 
the hands of the giwemmenl of Iraq, including the right to lite. to freedom thvm Inrtun: 
uiul inhumane treatment, deportation, unluwtul transfer to anoilier Stale where (hey 
would be at risk of persecution, unlawful confincmem and the imposition of puniiivi 
measures without being grunted the right lo a fair hearing. Vitilalions of this nature 
constiitile grav e breaches of the Oeneva Conventions.^ 

The legal buses of the IMI. obligations of the Onited .States lovsards the PMOI 
are complex. This is not .suiprising given the mncl circumsuinees in which the I'nited 
Siate.s currently exercises military' authority in Iraq, and the equally novel 
circumstances in which the PMOI came u> he under the protection nf the United .Suites 
Although die coiillici was clearly uuemationul in 3dd3. it now has cIcmcnLs of hoih 


' The fte(mblic ol Into. Sccreiamii uftlw Cottncil orMimstefs. haiirictiioHi oflheCnuoctl orxtiomerf 
No. (3l6x 37* Ordiiian Session. 17 June 3nnK. H|. 

(iuy and Vctv(j 0 HlKi»ct>l\*btMi. Legal tlpitiioii I'Sc Pnticetion of MctnlKtsoTlite 

Penote*! Xtojahedio tV^^eniKilion of loin (PMOI) undvf Intcmalionul l>dH }ll NMVcmhvr3nia«. f5). 

' Ankic 5U Geneva Convcniion I: Ankle 51 Geneva Convontion M; Ankle l.tllGenevaCanvenlion III; 
Article M7<>ct«cvaCo«iventioii IV. 
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types of contlici und fils neither the international nor non-inlenialional model well. 
Some leading aeademicK, •mch as Sir Adam Robert';, take the vieu that the conlliet 
should continue to be rcgiirded as iniemulional. * Convenicly the Intcntaiional 
Committee of the Red Cross (IC’KCi hnsodoi^ed the viov that the conOiet is now non- 
intcniittumal on the grounds that the Mtilti-Nuiional Force (MNF) Is now present with 
the consent of the govcrninem of Iraq However, even 11' the conflict in Inu] is viewed 
as having become mm-intcmational at some point subsequent to the removal of 
Saddam Hussein fnan power. Si)mc of the ke> provisions of the Fourth Geneva 
Convention remain applicable, in particular, art. 5 pam. 4 of the IVlh Geneva 
Convention, which provides ilmi '1*n>tceied pei'sons whose release, rcpoirialuin or re* 
establishment niav take place after such dales shall meanwhile eontinuc to bencni bv 
the present Ciaivcntinn.'* Indeed, it would he contrary to the ptirposcs and principles of 
inlcmalionnl hiimanilarian law to denv the obligations due to reliigecs svho had the 
status of ‘protected persons' during tlie early stages id' an ongoing conflict (and whose 
position has not malcriuliv changed) on the grounds that the conflict i.s no longer 
inieniaiiotial. riiis principle was enVclively acknowledged by the United Stales when 
In July 2004 (hence alter (lie transfer of stncrclgnly’ to the transitional government),* 
it confirmed the status of the PMOl as 'protected persons' under the Fourth Cieneva 
Convention and communicated that conUnnation to the iCRC. Ilte United States 
ix*pcaied Its eonflnnaiion that the PM< >1 arc 'protected persons’ under that convention 
on a mimher of occasions in 200.^ and 2006. together w ith assuninees to them of its 
comrniimcni to their pniicciion. 


* A knheft«, Tin: I I«il nT t )i‘eupiit'ain< lrtit| 2ao>l,' 54 IC'Liy 27, 4r«; Pml’evHitr liitviov 

tliAl iheconlltcl in IriM) remnin'i nn inlemniinnul one.nl n u'minnriin llic Ijih on Militorv ('jceupalian: 
hs lte<e\'ance in Twtfm>*rini (‘eiiiut> Academy of luicmAiionnl Mtimaniuii'wit Law 

and i limiun Rights. Uenevti 27 August 2IN>K). 

' Security Cciiincil Resolution i 546 cM a June 2<Kl4. 
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2. The I hreat U> the People's Mujahedin Organisation of Iran 


The People’s Mujahedin ()rganisaUon of Iran ("PMCM") is an Iranian polilical 
organisation, and the largest member of the National Council oi' Resistance of Iran 
C'NCRr). u coalition of nationalist and democratic groups and individuals promoting 
the iq>hiccincnt oI’iIk ihe«xrraiic regime cnrrenllN in power in Tehnin with u secular. 
demiH:nilicaliy-clected government. 1-ollowing mass arbilnity arrests and esecutions oi 
them in large numbers in Uk* die Mojulieilin Red U) exile, many to furopc. but 

sotnc to Iraq. In Iraq they established their own militarv' camps independent or the 
control of the Iraqi government, from which ihov' waged their campaign against the 
Iranian regime. In 2001 the Organisation made a firm commitment to eschew niililoo 
tactics and the use of force and ha.s done so ever since: hut their members eoiilinued to 
reside in the cuntps and continued to wage a political campaign. Ilteir vveaptms (which 
included not only the ordinoiy light wcaptms that all Iraqis cany hut also several 
hundred Unks and several hunda'd light amuuired vehicles), were retained for defence 
and because a safe and reliable means of weapons disposal would have required a 
proper decommissioning pixKcss and guarantees of safety. 

The PMOl comps, which were the equivalent of cities in si/e and infrustruclure. 
were within the lerrilorv of Iraq but were eitlircK self-governing^' am is indicated by a 
prtKiamation made by the presidem of Iraq in I9K8 stating that; 

The Iraqi leadership respects the Iranian Resistance and its political and 
ideological indcpcndciK'c and freedom ofaelion of this Rcsisumcc in its 
aclionK and rnoveincnl to achieve these objectives. I'lic relations 
between Iraq and the Iron rasistaiice ore bused on )v»ace, immial respect 
to national .sovercignt) and respect for each nution'h ideological and 
polilical choice.^ 

The independence of the I'MOl was also ivcogniscd by the UNSCOM in Its 
1998 weapons inspection ivpon on Irac^ in which it indicated that the PMOl camp was 
ciTcctiveK outside the jurisdiction of Iraq, and acee.s.s for inspection depended on 
securing agreement with the PMOl (w hicli was grumed): 

During the importing period, icam.s conducted no-noticc inspeetjotw at a 
number of sites that hud not been declared by Iraq. Access to these sites 
was pmvided and inspections look place with one e.vccpiion which was 
at a facility i>cciipiud by the People’s Mnjahedin Organisation of Iran 
(I'MOl). Ihe site of this facility was declared as being not under the 
authority olTmq. Discussions over access were left to the C ommission 
and dial Organisation. A dialogue has begun on this matter and the 
PMOl has accepted, in principle, dial its sites are subject to access by 
Ihe Comtni.ssion." 


*‘Guy GottilwiivGili tiod Vm riimldiid-l3ebbuv LegitI Optnlon tke IVoieciiuii uf‘V1vmber>«U‘t]iv 
Pvoplc's MojAhcdln OfgonrMiliuii of hunt PM(3I| tinder litlentaliotnl L«ts ^ Naveinber 2UU6. 1 17| 

Intcii MAtla. l5<Wi Jttt«e IQttri.tm-d ln l.cgAl Opirtina nf Pmt^sur rherirRj^^iotmi r>n the-'U^al 
Suiiim mider liiicnuiiUHittI l.uw ofUie Members ufihe Pcople'v M(>iRhC(fmGnauii.s*suonot Iron Pre!(enil\ 
in Ihe Tenitwy of Iraq.' 2a September 2U03. 1 1 1 1. 

' Iniqt Media. i>2iuly cited in LegaM)pini(m ol PmlessorChehf Ba^xnani on (he 'I cgnl Slnito 
urHter Inlcrrtaiiuniii liiv^ of (lie Members ol' (he I'tsipte'v MojAlictHn OrgjinWation of Inn Prc^enliy in (he 
toriiiiiv of Iraq,’ 24 Sepieiiiher 200.1. 12i Pntteiaor Ra.<.UHuni alvt note» ihal the k'RC ncaoiialed 
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In 2<)()3. when coalition Ibrccs Invaded Iraq, the PMOI declared their neulralUN 
hot were bonihed hy I /niicd States Koa’cs t I'or which the I >nilcd Stales later apologised I 
and suhseqiicntiy sumninded hy them. The PMOI then concluilcd a decommissioning 
agreement with the United States. Tver) weapon wa.<> given to. and listed h>. United 
Suites fbiecs. Hiercfbiv they now have no weapons at all orony sort; mosi Iraqis have 
some arms and have always done st* a.s currying a gun is traditional. The PMO] would 
therefore be in an extremely vulnerable position were it not for the fact that the United 
States undertook their protection and moved all the PMOI members to one camp. Camp 
Ashml*. which has been under United States authority and pioieciion ever .since. 
('lUTcnlly United States' tanks surround the camp, liven a syitibolic United States' 
prc.scncc would probably provide elTcclive protection since an attack against the PMOI 
in Jellance of the United Stales' presence would be politically very damaging tt> the 
party that undertook it. 

In respotise to the rcsiden(.s‘ concerns with regard to tlieir security, the United 
States has rcpeuiediy assured them of their status as protected persons under the Kotinli 
Geneva Cons emion and of its conimiimem to ensuring that they receive the benellts 
accorded them under inlcmuiional humanitarian law. In .luty 2004 the Commander ol 
MNF-I issued u proclamation to die residents of Comp Ashraf infonning them that the: 
United States has conlinncd your .status u.s 'pnilccicd persons' under the 
Kourtli (jcncva Convention and has communicated that determination to 
the Intomaiional Committee of the Ked Cross in Genevu.** 

Major (icnerul Miller. Deputy Commanding (icticrul of the MNI -I then wrote 
to the ‘People of A.shrar (o ‘congraiululc each individual living in Camp Ashraf on 
their recognition as protected pci*sons under ilic fourth (iencvn Convention.*'*’ In 
October 2005 (hence afier the Iraqi cleciion.s for n new gtwemmentl the MNf-l 
comniiinder. Maior^ficncral Drandenburg wrote to the rcsidcnl.s of Ashraf alTimiing 
their status 4.s protected pt:rs<ni.s under the Founh (tenevo Convention and setting out 
Ibr clarincatiiMi a list o1‘s|K*cific rights (hut they arc entitled to. iiiciudiiig the rigtn to 
protection from dunger. violence, coercion and intimidation* and ‘the right to refuse to 
return to their country of nationality.'" In February 2(KJ6. Major (ieneral John Ciardner. 
the deputy commander of the MNF-U wrote hi the residents of Ashraf in response to 
liicir concerns over the possibility of their non-volunian rc|ialriation to frun, staling 
that: 

Mulii-Naiional Force Iraq appreciates <mr rcspoitsihUities with regard to 
the Geneva Convention Relative to the Treoiment of Civilian Persons 
(GCtV) 1949. In particular we arc .sensitive to the fcquiremcm.s under 
Article 45 wiiicli prohibit die u^isfcr of a protected person to a country 
in which he or she may have reuson to (ear persecution for his or her 
politiCHl opinions or religious beliefs. 


dirvcily tvilh Hie MujaheJin wil(i le&peci (ii qiic^lioMS relating to Iranian prisoners nl war, witlioui an> 
iaterrmvtMk* wKai&uever Trom the IrAqi goveoiineAi ipage ijj, 

* PnKlaiuolion hy the (.‘r)mmaitai.*r. Multi-teattniijl r,vte-|raq, on Hie of the ‘Ajrmment forihe 

liKtiviJuals or the Peoples' Mujalieilin Ogani.saiioa of Inui (I'MtM).' .it Asliraf. Intq. 2 July 2(XH 
l .ciicr to the People of Aikhml'lhmi Mnjor-Gctienil GcolVrey f) Miller. L)e|)iii> ('oimaaiKiingt'tciicntl 
orMulli'Niiiioiml Forcc-Intii. 21 iuly 2004. 

*’ I ctier tu ilw Pwpic of AsUntf fn»tn Miyor-OerKifll W llUnni 1 1 ftranUcnhtirg. C onnnander of Mnlij* 
hJulional Forve-lruq. 7 (KHohcr2nn5 
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Mnalh. 1 would like lo usiuirc )(m (hm the c«>alition reniains 

deepK c<Mnitiitlcil lo the security and rights of the protected people of 

Ashnil and the principle of non-refoulement.** 

However, the govcmnicnl of Imq is now tisscrling pressua* lo tr) und pcrviuide 
United Slates to abandon these commitment and hand over all ‘control points and 
issues* relating to Camp Ashraf. On 17 June 2008. the Council of Ministers of the 
Ciovcntmeni of Iniq made clear its inientiim o\pel the I’MOl mid to implement vurioti.s 
measures which, if followed liirough. would result in ven serious violations of their 
human riglits. the Cahinei, in its 27*** ordinary srssion approved the following 
measures : 

1. All the previous niliUcalions that hud been approved prexiouslv that 
the Mojalredin’C Khaiq Orgunisalion rniist K' expelled as u (crroruil 
Organisation from Iraq is hereby underscored: 

2. The Moiuhcdin-c Khalq Organisation which is present on Imqi 
territoo come under the full coninii of the Iraqi govcnmicni 
until it is expelled I'rom Iraq. This Organisation will he treated 
according to tiie law s of Iraq: 

3. An> c<K)penition with ilie terrorist Mojuhedin-e Khaiq Organisation 
h> any Organisation, part), institution or persons, (wiictlicr Iraqi or 
ulicMi) in Iraq is pnihihited and anvonc who ctMipeniias with them 
will be .subjeci to the laws of the war on terrori.sm und will be 
refernrd lo ilte Judicial system ucconling to the said laws. 

4. It is incumbent on the Multi-National I'oree-lraq to abandon this 
(Organisation and hand over to relevant Iraqi authorities all control 
pt^inis und issues that relate to the members of this Oganisation. 

5. Judieioi lawsuits against those groups of members of the terrorist 
Mojahcdin-c Khaiq Organisation who have eommtllcd crimes 
against the people oflntq will he ucijvuied: 

6. Coordination will he made benveen the Ciovcmmeni of Iraq and die 
International Committee of the Ked Cn>ss lo fmd hindamental 
solutioav for the prohlein of the presence of die said Drganisation in 
Iraqi territorv ond the implementation of die decisions taken to expel 
them fn>m Iraq.*^ 

OhvKHis issues of concern are the in.sistcnee that the PM(M will he expelled 
even though thev’ arc refugees;** that anyone who ctv-operates with them, whether Iraqi 
or alien, will he subieci to ‘the laws of the war on terrori.sm and refened lo the Judicial 
system according to the said laws:' und that judicial luwsuils against ’those ni'oupa of 
members of tlK^ icrrnrisi Mojahedin-c Khaiq Organisation wIki have conimiitcd crimes 
agaiiiM the people of Iraq' will be activated.'* Given the polemical u?ne of the 
Council's slateiiicnL the rcfeienccs lo prosecution of “groupit of members of the 


I die r tis PMO( Secieiar) CWiiml Mntiiinie Sedtgheh llowciiii. <Vid)nirri\)fT> VtuiiW'tiviteral JiUtn 1) 
Oantiid’. Deputy Caimrumdiiig Cirtirml of Mtilii-Nalioiial Korce-lmq, IP fcbnMrj 2006. 

^ ' ttic Republic of Iraq. SeeixiHriat of the Cotiiicil of Ministers. Ratilicdiiou of Ihc C«iuiK.‘il of Miuister-> 
No. C2I6}. 27'*' t)rdiiiar> Sosiun. (7 June 200tt. 

'*f'or unalysisoftiictr ie|wl posiiion » relugevs sceUiiv OuoJwii)^ill mid VcmCoMlond-lX'bbas. 
Lcoat Opinion; The Prutcction of Members of (he People's Mojnliedin OryanlMlion of Iran t PMOl ) 
under InlcmaliiKtal Law, 20 November 2006. |7-9|. 

“ llw Republic of Iraq. Sccreiarim nfthcCounetl of Ministers, ftadncaihm of the Council of Minister- 
No. (2 1 6). 27^ Ordinary Sewion. 1 7 June 200)1; rjliphasSs added. 
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icm>hsr Oi^anisaimn iind lo (he Mawy* o( Die war on Icrrorism* and (n ’crimes again'^l 
(he people of Iraq.' withoui an\ reference io due process on un individual basis, is 
disturbing. In Dec-ember 2008 the residents of the camp were 'instructed that the 
government has plans lo shut down the Camp and non-roa*ibb move its inhabitants to 
(heir couiitrv or to a (hiitl countrv and that slaying in Iraq \va.s not un option lor them.* 
rhe residents wea* ulsci told ihui they "urc prohibited to engage in uny political, public 
relmions. euliural or rcligitnjs or social activity in Iraq with political gnniping^ or 
personalities or Iraqi tribes and non^lraqu/'* 

It U worth noting, tiial allhctugh tiic PMtJI is listed ns a pntscrihed Urganisuiion 
in some countries, it is not proscribed by the Security Council' .ind in 2004 u 16 month 
review by the United States found no evidence of terrorist activity .'" In 2007 the 
Proscribed Organisations Appeal Commission in (he United Kingdom and in 2(H)6 and 
2008. in three different judgments, the Court of i trst Itistunce of the I uropean 
Communities held that there are no grounds for proscribing the PMOI."' 


^ Ptwu release. Ofliccot'theNAtional Sccuriiy AttviMr. Iraq. Dcooinher 21. 2(N)K. 

*' Ouv Cioodwin.Giil and Vera li«mtund4Mht)U5. Kegal Opinion: The Protection nt'Metnhcn ol'the 
Pci>pk'».Moialic(iinOrganiatMm ot'lran iPMOt) untkr Imcmatinnat ( aw. 2U November 2006. |3(l| 

New Yori T lines. MJ.S. Sees No Hosis to Pnisccuie Ininimi Opisisniun 'Tenur" Oruup Rcing I leld in 
Iraq.* 27 lulv 2iNM. 

L<>ni Alton o( Lhvqjwl ttnJ Othvt-i (hi (hv mutlvr v / (hr Pt.'oplv V hh}uh\nitxn Oryuni^aUm o/ hmt v 
Xet.tvlor\'itf}i$ulv fi*r thv Httmc ProsuribeJ Or^dnivation* Appeal CtHnmiMutn, Appeal Nil 

1^/02/2006. iudgineiu iO Nov«nnher 2(i07. Judgmeni ut' the Court orrini limanbeCave rO5(</07. 
ftit/tlf 'x \4oftshi'4/ln OrgimiHOii/tn turn v tlm i 'owurU i/h' kun^mm iMmi. 23/><V200X. ummlling 
(tecinivn 2(KI7/8AK and T*2K4/08. ommltinp decision 20011/583. frve/nig (lie SMeu of the PMOl, 
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5. The United Slates Obligations towards the PMOI under Securii> 
Council Resolulions 1 770 and 1790 


t'lklcr SceuritN Council rcsuluiion of 1770 of 10 August 2007 unil rcM>IiiU<»n 1790 »»!' 
18 December 20U7 (lie Lfnilcil Stales was reqiiireU to Itike all I’easiblc steps to prolcel 
civilians in Iraq under the terms of its mandate. Resolution |77o emphasized ihul 'all 
parties should lake rcasonahle slq>s to ensure the prtUcction of eiviliuns.' Resolution 
1790 aflinned ihi) and underscored that the obligation also applied to foreign forces. 
Ilic resolntion slates in its pa'amhie that llie Council afitrms; 

the importance for all parties, including foreign forces, promoting the 
maintenance of .sccurilv and stability’ in Iraq to act in accordance with 
international law. including adesunt obligations of inlemutumul 
Iniinuniturian lm\. human rights law and retiigec law. and to ctt-opemtc 
witli the relevant inicmnliorral OrganisiUiims. welcoming their 
commitments in this regard, and undersct>ring that all parlies, including 
foreign forces, should take all feasible .steps to enstuv the protection of 
civilians. 

Ihe mandate provided for in rv.su)uiion 1790 lerminiiles in December 2008 but 
the protection obligations of the United Stales do not cease at the termination of the 
mandate. Resolution 1790 mercl) makes explicit, for the purposes of clurincation. 
protection obligations that wmild he binding on the panics even without reference to 
them in the mandutc A Smtos of forces agreement has been .signed between the United 
Slates and Iraq hut inienialionul humanitarian law will nevertheless continue to be 
applicable to the United States if it continues to engage in combat operations in Iraq. A 
Status of forces agreement cannot grant the United States exemption from compliance 
with intenmtionni humanitarian law (paniculurly the obligations relating to the 
protection of civilians). 11ie same principle applies to peacekeepers (and other forces 
engaged in peace support) that are deployed w ith Ihe consent of the ’host* Stale but that 
are engaged in combat operations. Ilie ICRC has repeatedly atVinned this principle and 
the Scerciary •< iencral endorsed it in his 1999 ilullciin on the *Ob.sorvuncc b> the 
United Nations forces of International 1 lumaniiurian I avv.**^' flic Bulletin deals with 
ftN peacekeeping forces hut the principle would be equally applicable to Multi- 
National Force-lruq. 


US IXk: ST/5C}B^I*a)9i3: The nttllcthi is jn imcnml doctiincni oKlic UN. i( i» bhuiiii^ on UN latqnx 
onW and Ones not in itseU crenie direct lcg.nl oWigsiions tbr Stulcs: Keptm of|-:.\pen5 Moerin{j on MnlU- 
NHtiimnt I Ipenittoin*. 1 1 *1 2 rXwmbcr 21*03 (ICRC (iciicvu). 2 
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4. The Ignited Slates Obligations towards the PMOI under 
International Humanitarian Law 


4.1 C'oiiiiiiim Article I: The Otdigaliun tu ‘F.nsurc Respect' fur the C(io\cntintis 

Under common urttclc I of the Geneva Conveniions. which is also a rule of eiii>tomur> 
inlcmulionul law. (he United Slates must 'ensure respeel* Ihr the prosisions of the 
(.onvcniioiis 'in all cireunisianecs/ This obligiUion is espceialty pertinent to violoiion.s 
eommitied against persons whose protection the I Iniled States* forces has assumed. 

the nature iif ei>innion article i is such that it entails |>cucetinie iihiiguiions os 
ocll SIS tibligutions dtihng an anned conlticl. The reastm for thi.s is that in oriler to be 
able to 'ensure respect' K^r die Conventions witen then: ia on anued conlliet. the I Mgh 
C ontracting Panics must be vigilant .md proactive during peacetime in putting in place 
all that is neccssaiy to ensure that tlw Conventions v\ill be ivspeetcd if eonfliei were to 
break out. As the 1C KC c.vpiains in its 1^57 Comnienian to the arlieic; 

The Coninicting Panics do not mercK undertake to rcs{>eei the 
C'onveniuin. but also to ensure respect for it. Ilic wording may seem 
redundant. When u state coniructa an engagement, the engagement 
e.vlends to all those over whom il has authority, as well its to the 
tepivscmatives ol ils authority; and it is under an obligation to issue tlie 
necessary orders. ll»c use in all four Convemioas of the words ‘and to 
ensure respect for* wa.s however deliberate; thes were intended to 
emphasi/e the a‘.spon.sfbilily of the Cnnimeling Ponies.. .It wotild m>t be 
enough for example for a state to give orders or directions to u few 
civilian or military auihontics. leaving it to them to arrange as they 
please for their detailed execution. It is for the state to supervise the 
orders it gives, i-unhermore ifii is to I'uini the solemn undenuking it has 
given, the state niasl of necessity prepare in adxance. that is to say in 
peacetime, lire legal material or other means of ensuring the faithful 
enforcement of the Convention w hen the tKcasion nrises.*' 

Tlic ICRC commentary on common anicle I concludes that 'Article I is no 
mere empty form of words, but has been deliberately invested with imperative force. Il 
must he taken in its literal meaning.'^ Its literal meaning would certainly encompass 
ensuring that people In camps that or' under ilie authority of ilie State's armed forces 
arc pntlecicd from abuse in violdlum of the Conventions, in so far as this Is possible. In 
this case the PMl3l camp is under tJic authority of ihe United Stales, which ha.s 
assumed responsibility for its proiectimi. Ihcrcfore when planning fur change in the 
mie of its armed forces in Iraq the United States must prepare in advance (he... means 
of ensuring the faithful enlbrccmeni of the Convention when tile occasion aHscs.'''^ ut 
least In so far as any change would ulTecl persons eiurently subject to I Iniled States 
auihoriiN and benefiting fnnn I Inited StnicH protection, us is Die case w ith the PMOI 


^ J Piclcl(cdi 7/*4.' (j'tm'iu ly UtyttH tif4V Ctymmvttton' JftimrtwCtmx’rftuiun (U R( 

Gunevd Artictk* 1. 

IbJrf, 

“ibid. 





90 


i'hcrcforc. ihc commanders of Camp Ashraf <irc under an obligation to eitsurc 
Ihfli the PMO! receive the bencllts that tuv due to them under International 
humanitarian law. 

Moreover. Common article I is ti rule of customary inlemational law that 
curries exceptional weight*^ lltc imemaiional Coim of Justice in the Nicaragua cuse 
slated that the obligation in: 

Article 1 of (he (icneva Conventions. u> 'respect* the Conventions, and 
c\cn to *enstue a*spect' for them ‘in oil eia'umstunccs/ ... docs not 
derive only from the Conventions themselves, hut from the general 
principles of humanilarinn law to which the ConventionR merely give 
expression.^ 

It reilcniled this \ie%s in ils Advisory ctmeertuni!^ thv Le^at 

Cnmvqueocvs ifw Cons/rucfion of n Wall in the (.heupied Pahsthuan Tetrimry. in 
which it held that: 

hvery .State party to ilmi Convention. (Cienevu ConveiUton IVJ whetlicr 
or nut it is n party lo a specific conlliel, is under ;in uhligutioa to ensure 
ihnt (be reqtiircnicnis of the insiniincnls in question arc complied wiih.*'* 

Hie principle is encapsulated in Rule U4 of Ihc ICRC*s Stuily im Cusiomuiy 
Inlcmulinnul llumunitarian I aw. Lhider Rule 144 Slates ‘must exert their inHuence.' lo 
(Ik degme possible, lo stop violations of intctnational humanitarian law.'^^ fhc JCRC 
has carried toil extensive analysis of case Imv and practice in this regard ^ from which 
it concludes that Stales are obliged lo respond U) violations of humanitarian law h\ 
other panics. i using peaceful tneuiis except where authuri/cd h>' the Security fimncil/'' 
even when they are not involved in (he connici. 

Since uniele 1 is a norm orcusloniufy international law that has attained a status 
of exccpiiomil impi>rtancc it is binding mi the United States, and on its linecs. even if 
the United Stute.s force is deployed with the consent of the government of Iraq and 
subject to a Status of Forces agreement. A Suite cannot consent Ui allow foreign forces 
present on its territory lo violate corn norms of international humaniiorian law and of 
cu-slomarv' international law (hat ore intended to protect civilians. patilcularK on 
obligation that 'docs run derive only fnim the Conventions themselves, but from the 
general pHneipte's uf humanitarian law to which the Conventions merely give 
e\|tression.* 


** Kiilc 1 44 of ilic ICRC‘» Riilo of Cusiwnary Inlcmmiimul I luimutilBrimi I • J-M I lctH:kMort» tmJ 1. 
DiWwalJ-IWtfk CMtfmnn'fmruHtflfmul flumimtloOttn Up* iCwntwidge * ijiivenuty C^iinhrtd^ 
Voluiiw I. 

KUHtan' iPkl . tctMftv\ in unJ iifjulmi S'icuMt^u/ tNkximfinu v Unittui of Am\fm.xU. 

Mcritk. Judgetncill. ICJ Kl^pl>r 1 .^ ( im>. U. |220). 

^ ()i>tHhnt ^itKeminft Iht ( '•mkCifunucvA tf tthf ( 'tmAtnxvtUut tf u U’ltii nt fht tkvufuwft 

PalxMUitUHi Tvrrinny. ICJ. 9 Jut) 20(W. [ I $8). 

'' J-M Itcnckiicrl* iind L DusMuld-Hcek Cmntniurv Inienuft/n/Kti IJfimimlkpMt Uih (n 24^ VoIuiik' I . 
5tW; Ihc report b (he roolt of lU years of rcKarvIl m eomitihiiion with cvpcto trom dilTcrcm rcgiom: 

lh«i. Volutnc I. W-.SI.V Vo(u»nc K.Chaptfr 4t. Scciiori A 
’’iWd. VulufTK 1.51- 
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4.2 I'ht: United St^ites’ Obli(>3ttoii<< under Common Article 3 of the Genevii 
Conventions and Article 75 of Additional Protocol I 

riie pruvisions that mast he respected under common article I would always include 
Arileic 3 common to the (bur Ctcne\a Conventions of 1*MV and Article 75 of 
Additional Protocol I Kince thcs>c constitute caslomorv international law. Common 
article 3 and article 75 of Additional Protocol I *ici out minimum standards of humane 
tivuimcnt and fair trial procedures and arc applicable in ull armed conflicLs. N)th those 
to which the lows ol' inicmationni armed conllict nppiv and those to which it docs not. 
It is clear that were the US to ‘abandon' the PMOl 'and hand over to relevant Iraqi 
authorities all control [Kiints and issues iluil relate to (he memhers of this Or^aiiiKuiion' 
scrimis v iolutioas of both cmnmon article 3 aitd article 75 of I'rotocol I would he very 
likclv toiKicur. 

4.J.f Common Xrticle J or the Geneva Conventions 

Article 3 common to all four of the l'>49 Cieneva Convcmiuiu, prtdtibits. ’at anv time 
and in anv place whatsoever.* with resiKct to persons taking no port in hostiliiicsr 
violence to life and person, including murder, cnici treatment and tnrtinv: the taking of 
hostages, outrages upon personal dignitv : and Uic passing of sentences or cany ing out 
ofexecutioas 'without previous judgmeiil hy a regulorlv coastituled court. ulTording all 
the judicial guarantees which are recc^nised os indispensable hv civili/cd peoples.* 

Ihc US Supreme Court ha.s held that commim article 3 is applicable in nil 
eonnicl.s. including non-intcniational aniied conllicLs arising outside of civil w ar.*^ In 
Htvudnn v Rtimxfeld Justice Stevens, citing the ICKC' Commentaries, stated (hat 'the 
vcopc of the .Article must he as wide as posi»iblc.’** The IIS Law of War liondhook 
2<KM. citing the judgment tifihe Intcmnliima) Court of.tusticv in the Nicaragua case, 
stales that Common Article 3 ‘serves os u ''minimum yardstick of protection in all 
conllicts. not jasi internal armed conllicLs.“‘^^ Justice Kennedy of the US Supreme 
Court ohscrv'c.s that; 

Bv Act of Congress, moreover, violations of Commim Article 3 nre 
eon.vidcred "war crimes'* punishable as federal offenses, when 
committed hy or against United Slates nationals and mililao pcntonncl. 

See IX U. S.C §2441 ” 

d.2,2 .irticlv 75 of .\Mithnal Protocol / 

Article 75 of Additional ProhK'ol I requires that all persons who are in (he pinver ol a 
party In die eonilict and who do not henelil from more f'avouralvle treaimenl under ilie 
Cieneva Conventions i>r Additional ProUKoIs he treated humanely. Murder; torture of 
ull kinds whether physical or mental; corporal punishment; iiiutilaUun; outrages iipoii 
personal dignity, in particular humiliating and degrading irealnient. enforced 
prostitution and any form of indecent assault: Ihc taking of hirstages; eollcelive 
punishments; and tlia*ais to commit any of the foregoing ueLs. tin; all prohibited. Article 


' HamJoiX i> HumsI^U ^-Itt US. 29 Jime 2(XM. 

'* Ihkl. Jiuiice ‘liievenv. 6N 

U. S. Anny JiKlue AUvcK-aie Ucnenir* l.vatil Cemre mat ScIhwI. I3q«, of the Amiv . I.su ofWai 
HumltVMik l<M (2(KH)qtKHmg Mcanigun v. HtHiat I9«0 1. 1. J. 14. 2 IN. 2$ 1. L. M tU23 
'* ttomUn vliom>Mthn JOk Justice Kennedy. 7. 
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75 also guarantees a iiuninuim sluniiard of Ircatnicnl I'ur dclainccs and nghls to a fair 
trial 


Hie IIS accepts llinl Article 75 cu:itomar> inicmatumni law. and is llicrcfore 
'binding law notwithsUinding the earlier decision by our |ihe Unitcsl States*] 
Oovcmmcnl not to accede to the Protocol. ^ Since Article 75 is caslomary international 
law. it con be sirunglv uraued that it is binding in all circumstances to which 
intcmuiionul humanilarian law is applicohlc and in which persons who do itot hcnelit 
I’mm more lavourablc treatment under the (icnesa Conventions arc in the power of a 
force belonging to a parts other than its own or nn ally of its ow n. I bis includes forces 
deployed under a Security Council mandate, or a mandate from a regional 
Organisation, even it they are not. or arc no longer, parties tv> the conDiel in the strict 
sense of the term. It would iltcrcforc encompass obligations of the (iiiited Suites 
Inwards persons in its 'hands* or the 'hands* of a parly to the eonlliet. 


43 The Protections due to the PMOl as Refugees and ^Protected Persoas* 

In the (ighi of the stated intentions of the government of lrui|. as ev idenced inter alia 
the measures announced on 17 June 2(K)8. the transfer of Camp Ashraf to ihiil 
government would violate the limicd Stales’ obligations under international 
humanitarian law. human rights law and refugee law. In particular it would breach the 
principle oi'nvn-refauivnient. 


iXothre/oalemeni. a principle enshrined in Article 33 of the 1951 Convention 
relating to the Status of Refugees, which is dccluratoty ofcustomarv iniemalional law. 
prohibits the taking of measures that would result in persons being iranslcrred to into 
the cimirol of i»iher Slates in circumstances where they have a well founded fear that 
such transfer will lead to their persecution. It 'encompasses any mea.sure aitrihulahle to 
(he Stale w hich could have the elTcct of reluming on asvlitm seeker or refugee to the 
I’nmlicrs of territories where his or her life or freedom would he threatened, or where he 
or she is at risk of nersecutitm. including imerception. rgcciion at the frontier 
indirect refoulement.' ^ lire principle of mm-refuutemeiu is also rellcetcd in Rule 129 
of the IC'RC's R.ules of Customary Iniemalional Humanitarian Law.^ Article 7 of (he 
Intemalional Covenant on Civil and Polilieul Rights, and Article 3 of the 1984 
Convention against lotlurc. On 9*1 1 August 2(K)8 MNf >lniv| conducted a census of the 
residents of Ashraf. which included private imerv lews with every single ivsidcm. When 
asked about being repatriated or going under the protection of Iraqi I'oracs ail Ashraf 
residents e.xpressed strong fears of perveciition. Reports by non-gov emmental 


^ tUmhm r HutmteUt in Vi). iuMii:cKi:nncd>. iVi. Justice Stevens >tutcs at pottcTU dmi 'll appvtin Ihnl 
thcCiavcmmaii "a*ydid|v| the pniv«Mon» or Article 75 ns en dniciilatMin ufsafcgtianls to which all 
perstUH in the handA of on areuatlUal.'* I ah. Che I . aw vU' Armed ronthci After 9/1 1: SiNtic 
Salient iVoturcs. Zn Yale J. Ini '1 1. 319, 3^ l3003).' 

“ The PritKipIc of Non-ReAHilcnKiit Cnmbodge Rwutd Table I fNHCR/lOM/08/2002 Annex 1 
(t .lilted Nalittns I ligh C ommtssioncr Inr Rcfuijccs and the I Jiutcrpnchl Kesem'h Centir for Intcmotiontil 
i.dw M.it July 2li0h. 

^ Rule 1 29 nl' the ICKC's Rules of Cnstonniry tntemolionai lluntnnilarian l-iiiv* J-M llenckourtsand I. 
IToiwaid-BeLk r lntvriMttt»tui HiHtutnnaHun Imw fn 24) Votuine t, 457; CunventiiMitIV) 
relative in the Protection of Civilian Perstms in rimeofWar. Ccircva. I2 Augwa 1949. Iniemaiioita) 
Covenant on Civil and PolitieuI Rijihis. 19 tTreeinher I9hf>: Ctntv onion agnliKi Tortnn; or oilier Cruel. 
Inhuman or IJeumdiitif I retiintcnl. lU iTceeinbcr |9tt4: See aluo UN Gcncnil Asscnihly ReMilulinn 2675 
t.XXVitndopIcd by itni vote* in ftivunr. none (igainsl and X atMU'iilmna). 
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Organisaiions such us Amnestv IntcniationQl umJ ihe Iraqi govenimcnts own sluled 
intentions towards the PMtJl as evidenced by the measures announced in June,*’ 
cleitfly show that these fears are well founded. 

in addition to the risk of unlaw htl transfer to Iran whea' they would very likely 
to be persecuted, there are also well founded grounds for fearing that, if transferred to 
the government of Iraq, the PMOl would be subjected to serious violations of their 
human rights, including the right to life, and to freedom fmin torture and inliumunc 
treatment; as well as fears that they would be subjected to the impHtsition of punitive 
measures without being granted the nght to a fail' hearing. Vioblions of lliis nature 
constitute grave breaches of the tieneva Conventions, as set out in Article 147 of 
Geneva Convention IV.’“ The change in the nature of the conllict in Iraq from 
international to non'intcmalional cannot exempt the United States from its 
responsibility to ensure respect for die prohibition on war crimes.^'* 

4 I Thv Protections due to the PMOt as 'Protected Persons ’ 

'Ihe Geneva Conventions are regarded us being, in large part, dccioralory of customary 
iiUcniaiional law. The Sccrctary-Cicncral in his Rcpiirt on Uic setting up of the 
international Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) referred to the 
Geneva Conventions. The Hague Convention and the Charter of the International 
Military Tribunal of 8 August 1945 us *pnrt of conventional intcmaliunal law w hich has 
beyond doubt become pan of iniemalional customary la\v.“*** Hie International 
(.'riminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia held, in the Tadic case, that with the 
development of customary international humanitarian law. many of the rules that 
previously applied only in imcmutional armed cimllict. or at least the general essence 
of those rules, may now be applicable in non>intemalional armed conDiel.^' Leading 
academics such as Tlieodor Mcnm have also concluded that many of the provisions in 
the (ieneva Conventions constitute customary intcmatiunul law/* 

One of the core means by which the Geneva Conventions attempt to secure 
protection of the civilian population from discriminatory attaclcs and abuse is through 
the prov isions relaling to ‘pf'Wecied persons.' Paragraph I of Article 4 of the Tounh 
ficneva Convention delincs ‘protected pcrsiins* as: 

(hose who, at a given moment and in any manner wliaLsocver. find 

tJiemselves, m case of a conflict or occupation, in die hands of a Party to 

the conflict i>r Occupying Power of which they are not nationals. 

Paragraph 2 of Article 4 provides that: 


The Republic of Iraq, Secreiariat of the Council of MiniMciv. Ratillcsiion ol the Council of Ministen 
No. <2tbl, .7'* Clrdimrry Session, 17 Jiuie 20(IS. 

Article 50 Cicneva ronveniitm I: Ankle 51 Ctcncvn Convctnion 11: Article lito Geneva 
C onventuni III. 

^ IVUb Rome Siniutcol Ihc Iniemalional CntninjtJ CiHtrt. Aniclc9 b (c)tj|.(ii). (ivlaml HtcHviiil 
^ Report of ihc Sccrctarv-tjuncral Pursuant lu Paniipaph 2 of Sccurilv Cmincil Rvm>1iiIhhi Klilt. L'N. 
SCOR. 4«"* Sesv, I'N. I>ic. S>257fM. 

ICTY /Vrun w/wr W Uuik,! TodU iJMtsJltUoto No n-Wl-I.AR72. (i:6|. 

'*^'1' Mtfmn Hunum higktA tuki HufmoHiorian Morm 4iJi (7«.ifrrMrrn'C4ih’(C)NTeiuloti Press (Ntbrd IVKU|, 
46 • 47; Daiid Krct/mer. Th>.' OcruptUkui utJu\tinf{Sunc ImivcTsity of New YoiL Press Albany 2002) 
43: MJ Kelly Resutriuit timi Matnhuntm! Orihr inCompicx PanT (ilptrri/iIrrrulKlimcrThcilu^iic 
I57ri5v. 
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Naiionuls of a ncumil State, who IlnU ihcinMrlvcs in the tcniioni of a 
bclligcrcni SiiUe. oiul iintiDnah of a at-hclligcreni State, .shall not he 
rcganled us prolcclcd persons while the Slate of which lhc> are 
milionals has noniial diplomatic rcpresciilalion in the State in whose 
hands (hey are 

(.)(hor than those thm arc US nutiomds or nutionais ot eo-heiligcrcm States in the 
eonnicl.^*' the PMOl currenlls have the .status of 'pnitected persons.* In Jul> 2(KM, the 
ttniled States rnilUars designated the PMOl as protected persons under Cieneva 
C^mvcnlion IV,*^ and Major (Senerai (ictilTrev 1). Miller, who was deputy 
Conimundiiig (icncrui of the MNF-1 in lm|. wrote to congruttilaic each individual 
living in Cuinp A.slinif on their stuiu.s.^' Over the ensuing yciirs the United Status has 
repeatedly assured the FMOi ofiis commiiineni to honimring its oMiguiiims to them us 
'protected persons.* thus clVcctively acknowledging that even in the changed 
environment of a nun-inlernotionul armed connici the obligations towards 'pnuceted 
persoas* tnusi hi ill he respected. 

'Protected persons* status is intended to ensure tlmt persons in the hands of a 
party of sshich lhe> are not nationals ua* protected from discrimination leading lo 
serious violations of their human rights. For e.xaiiiple Article 31. prohibits physical or 
inonil coercion lo t>b(tiin inl’i>rmatu)n from protected persons or from third parties; 
Article 32. pn)hibits corporal punislimcnU a pndtibiiion that encompasses not tmly 
murder and torture hut 'any other measures of hruiniity whether applied by civilian or 
military agents* and Article 33. prohibits punishment of a pnticcted person for an 
olVcnce he or she has not pcmonully committed.' Article 33 also pnihibits collective 
penalties and reprisals against prolcclcd persons and (heir property . 

If control of the PMOl wciv to be transferred to the Iraqi authorities they would 
still be in the 'hands* of a party of which they are nol nationals and thcrel’orc would 
fuinil the eriteriu for quality ing as 'priXected persons' set out in paragraph I of Article 
4; but since many of them are Iranian, and Iran restored diplomatic relations w ith Iraq 
ill iy‘AJ, tnuity of (he FMOl would he excluded from the category of ’■protected 
persons* under the terms of the second paragraph of Article A. ( those of them that arc 
stateless would still be protected persons.*) However, Article 4 should he iiUcrpancd 
in such a way as to give pnrper elTeci to ius intentions. Hie purptisc of the prinisions 
on 'protected persons* is to ensure that persims who lind ihemseives *al a given 
moment and in any manner whuLsoever* *'’ in Uic hands of a Party of w hich they ai-e not 
nationals (and (hu.s may not benefit from (hem the pro(ection.s accorded by S(utes lo 
their own nationals), and whose own State is unable to provide lor their protection 
(bccuuse It docs not have normal diplomatic relations with the State in whose power Its 
nationals find Ihemseivci) arc given cxplieil pmteetion bccau.se of the vulnerable 
position In which llicy find themselves. The PMtil iuc refugees and have been 


1 ticse arv ocUidiHl urKter purajtRipli 2 of Ankb 4. 

Pntcbmaiifrn tiy (he CnirimonJcr. Mulli-Nalicmal fiiria;. Inui. on (he bijpiin^or (he *Ajjrcirtnen( 

Ibrtfw IndivKIrtBhoflhe PMul at Ailtncf. In»q’ daieti 2 July 2iHi4 riled In Odj Ciniduin-OHI amt Vcm 
(iuw1<uh)‘IM4mw. Legal Opinion Jfin /‘ntfi-cftrut i/f Afit/ffwrs nff/te Ptuift/t/'t ii/o/u/fet/hi 
hat* (PMOh utkkr hununUtutil Low 20 November 2006, |<>1. 

‘'New Yori Times. 'IJ.S. Secs No B.'wis (o Piroecnie Iraninn OpiJOsKion ‘Tenror’ Orotip Being Held in 
lnia.'27Jiity2WM. 

"‘(letie^tiC'cmveraiiwi IV. |4|. 
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a*cognised us such by ihc i inited Stales and by leudinji academic expens on rebigees.'^ 
Because the PMOt are refugees Ihc fad dial Iran luis normal dipUimatic relations with 
loK] Joes nol olVer ihem an) prolcelion. rulher ihe a*\crse. as is clear Irom Ihc 
sUitcnicni bv the Council oF Ministers of ihc govcmmcnl of Iniq. selling out Ihe 
measures ii intends to udopi towards them/^ 

Jean Pictet discussed the problem of aM'ugccs in his cumments on Article 4 .uid 
also Articles 44 and 45 in the ICRC s 1 958 Conim<ntan to Oemva Convention I (c 
slated Uim: 

In the actual course of the discussions. |at the Diplomatic Conference of 
Cicneva 1949| liowcvcr, cetluin s(>cak.crs ohserved that the term 
“nationals” ( ressonijaamis,’ in the I rench version) did m»i cover all 
cases, in pnnicular eases where men and women had tied from their 
homeland tuid no longer considered themselves, nr were no longer 
eonsidcrcnl. to be nationals of that coiutin . Such cases exist it is true, 
but it will be for U»e Power in whose hands Ihcv' arc to decide whether 
the persons concerned should or should not be regarded as citizens of 
the coitnio from which they have fled. The problem pre.senls so nian> 
varied aspects that it was dilllcult to deal with it tlilly in the C onventiun. 
Nevcnheless. Article 44. which is upplicnhlc to the territories of the 
Parties to the conllici. lays down that the IXiaining Power Is nol t4) treat 
refugees who do not in fact, enjoy Uie protection of any (tovemincnt as 
enemy aliens “excliLsively on the basis of their nationality de jure of an 
enemy Stale.” 

I he PMOl arc in the hands of the United Stales and ihcreforc according lo ihe 
Commcntaiy il is for ihc I 'niicd States ‘lo decide whether the persons eoneemed should 
or should nol be regarded us citizens of the eountiy from whieh they have lied.' Ilie 
ICRC suggests lluil in inlcrpaMing the status of refugees under Article 4 aceounl should 
he taken of Article 44. Article 44 makes clear that .since refugees do not in fact enjoy 
the protection of any gov cmmeiiL their laniimem hy (he State in whose 'hands' they 
find themselves should not he dciennined 'exelusivcly on the basis of their nmionality 
de jure.' llte ICRCs Commentary lo .^^lieIc 44 observes that because of the 
eoinplextly of the pn>hlcfn and die variety of cilscs that may occur in pruetiee, the 
continence had to confine itself to laying down mlcs of u Hcxihlc character hut that ‘it 
is to he hoped that belligerents will apply this Anicle in the broadest humanitarian 
spirit, in oriier dial the maximum u.sc may be m;Kle of the resoiimes il olTers for the 
protection of rcrugccs.*'*’ Ilie same principle of applying die broadest humanitarian 
spirit' lu the interpa*tatiun of provisions uirceling refugees would apply lo Article 4. us 
the ICRC (through its refemnee lo Article 44 in its Commcnian on Article 4. and 
through its .<itatcnient.x that die 'problem presents so many varied aspects that it was 


(ill) GdodwiiMhll und VcniGimidiiJ'Bvbbiiv Lcgul Opiidoit. "Ihc PnNcction of Members of Ihc 
I'vofilc's Moiuhcdiii (b-ioaiisaiion oriniii trMth I uoUcr IntcmKtiimiil Lu>v‘ 10 Suvcmticr 2006. (0| 1 10- 

51). 

thr Republic lit Iraq. Sccrciarim of ibe C ouncil orMinisters. KuiiUcabon erihv t nttncil ofMirasicn 
■No,i2l6l. 21'* I bdlnjify Session. l7Jiinc2008 

Anicle4'>l pnivideMliAi Mm applying the lucusuri.’Mtraihtrol ateoiiOMed in ibe |>rescMi CoavcMiioii. fbe 
Octaining rnwerslwll not treat as encin) aliens evetusiveK un tbc basis of tbeir naiioitalit) dc Jure oral) 
enemy State, fel'ujtocs who do not. in fact, enjoy the pruicctinn of any goicmmcni.*' 

J Pictei led) ftwdtfUtfvu Cmivmfmx at ll.lUftMt IV-IV l immetmin' IVOifMtViiCtmxvntim (n2l I. 
.^nieic 44. 
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dilTicult to deui >vith it Hilly in the Convention.' \Nhich occur in the coinmem'arics to 
both articles) implies. 

Intcntational C'hminul Irihunal for the t'ormer Yugoslaviu stated in l<H) 0 . 
in the Toiticciisc. that 

Article 4 of Cieneva Convention IV, if interpreted in the light of its 
object and purpose, is directed to the prtucction of civilians to die 
maximum extent possible. It therefore d<M» not make its upplicubiliiy 
dependeni on formal bonds and pttrcis legal rcialtons. its primary 
purpose is to ensure the safeguards ulTorded b\ the Convention to those 
ciNiliuns \\ho do not cr\jo> the diplomatic prutcctiun. und corrclativcly 
arc not subject to the allegiance and ctmtrol. of the State in wlu^c haiuLs 
the) ma> find themselves. In gianiing its pn>tcciion. Article 4 intends to 
look to the substance of rclalUms. not in their legal characterisation as 
stich. 

If the substance of relations is con.sidered. rather than their formal legal 
ehuruclcrisiiiion os Iranian nationals in Iraq, the PMOI clcarlv come within the eaiegory 
of protected persons/ vshether they are in the hands* of the United States or oflniq 
und rvgunllcss of whether or not the conflic) in Iraq is mm non'iniemuiional. 

Morctwer under Article (> ‘protected persons* whose release or rceslublisltmenl 
may take place after the Convention has cea.sed to he applicable 'shall meanwhile 
continue to benefit from the present Convention/’* Ibe purpose of this was to ensure 
protection continued in the interim perii>d after the Convemion eeased to he applicable 
but before the ‘iwUected persons* were in a position to he able ‘to resume a normal 
existence/’' Article 3 of Additional PnntK'ol t contains a very similar provision.*^ 
Article 6 eleuii) intends thut in the event of u cliange of cireiimstunccs (such ti.s the 
Icrminulion of Uic couDict. or a.s in (his ca.Hc a change in tlic cimiliefs legal 
chunicteri/aiion) that may bring to tm end the formal applicability of (he provisions ol 
the rmirth Cieneva Convemion. 'pmtccicd perM7n.s' should contmue to benefit Ihnn (he 
pro(celion.H to which they had previously been cntitleil until sueli lime as iIkv are able 
to establish a nonnai existence. 

Article 45 provides that if a 'protected person' that is in the ‘hand.s' of a f\>wcrt 
is subscqiK:nllv transferred to anodier Power, and that other Power fails to respect the 
obligations due ‘protected persons' under the C'oovention ‘the Power by which the 
pi'otccicd persons were transferred shnll...iake en*ective steps to correct the situntion or 
shall request the return of the protected persiUis/ Moreover. *(i|n no cireumsiances 
shall a protected person he irunslerrcd to a couiiuy where he or .she ma\ have reason to 
fear persccutirm for his or her political or rcligimis beliefs.*® Since the PMOl are 


ICTY. V />a»*o ISJuly |999.[I68|, 

CenovR Cxxivemino IV,)6|. 

" ) Pietcl ed the Ufttn-a t'omxvUownji l*4iigiui /V4V, l omniertfan'. /I (n3) I, 

Article 6. |4|. 

^ Aiklitionni PmiiKvl 1. 13|. 

** Geneva Conversion IV. HS); ' The prvvi&iom of this Article ik> niKconMiluic an uh>Ueic (othc 
cvlrajilion, in punuance nfcMnididnn Irtalic^cnncKrtled before thc>H>lbn.'«k oflirHtililies, ofpnUcwlol 
persom iik:cu<e<l ofiinrtfnwes a^'ainM orUirMrv criminal Uv^- niclCRt"* C'nnnncniary notet ihat the 
constrainui under Article 45 ontUe iraasi'cr of 'pmiected prruMW' rroin one PoMCf todnother are 'ecnerdl 
In clMmeier’ and apply to all 'protected pemMts' within ita 'hands' wlwtcvcr their .staiiM ninv be and 
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rel'ugecs IWim Inin al n«k of persecution oi returned there the L'nilcd Suites cannot 
ti'unsrcr ttie PM<H lo Iran: such a transfer would also breach the customun law 
principle o\' A more diUlcutt question is whether Article *15 permits 

the I 'ntted Staio to transfer the PM< X to the government of the 'host' Suite in w hieh it 
is depkned. or whether it should refuse to do so given that there is a high prohahility 
that the Iraqi guvcnimcni will not alTord ihcm the PMOl tire protections due to them as 
‘protected persons.* 

Ilie general essence of Ankle 45 of Geneva Convention IV is clear; a State 
continues to have a responsibility to eiisua* that 'pivncctcd persons' that were 
praviously in lireir hands, continue to be accorded tire protections due them under the 
Geneva Conventions, if it unnsfers tltcm Into the hands of another Sttue. As the ICRC's 
Cotninentotv' states; 

The Powei >vhich has transferred the protected persons mitst not. 
however, cease to lake an intcrast in their fate. Although they arv no 
longer in Its hands' it remains icspoasibic tor them in so far os the 
receiving Power fails to tultit its obligations under the Convention 'in 
unv important respect*'^’ 

If the Slate to whom the 'pnilccied persons' arr trunsferred fails to treat them 
according to Convention standards, ilie State Ihal translerred them miest ‘Uike cITeclive 
steps lo correct the situation or shall rcqtiest the relum of the protected pcrMins.’ 
Statements made by the government of Iraq clearly indicate that if lran.sfcrred the 
PMOl will not be accorded the rights of protcelcd penmn*.* lire ICRC's Commentary 
stales that protected persons cannot he transferred if ‘the Detaining Power has reason 
lo fear that certain categories among the perstms transferred may be siibjccled lo 
discriminatory treatment by the authorities of liic country receiving them.*''' 1 he 
C ommcnlnry to )Kinigraph 4 of article 45 reiterates this point even more suongiy . It 
slates that 'the Detuining Power cannot transfer protected persons unless it is absolutely 
cenain lliui they will not be subjeet to discritninaloty treatmeiiT and notes Ihal Uiis 
provision U of particular relevance In refugees.^ 

It may he argued that for a former occupant lo refase to transfer prolecleii 
persons in its 'hands' to the legitimate govcmtncni ofiitc Suite in which it is deployed 


include 'pcfsom who Are mM subject to reitnctions on their liberty. imcmee&aniJ reiVigees.* t I'kicicd. 
Tile iicneva Cmwatltmi of IJAuftiai fV^fV. Cmtmetium. t/eaew ( Vunwftei /I'di 2t). Article 45. ll|. 
* kiilc (30 ivf ihe ICRC's RiilesofCiisiiiniarv liMemdtHmal Hunianiiuridn Ijiu. Hcfickaeris mid I 
Doswflld'Beck ('M/ffwnrn hiemnilnihtt HumtmliurltMi Um in 24t, Volume I. puge457. Ankle 40 uf 
CicnevaCtmvcttiion tV prv>hibiis ileponniums from lurcupicd lenitory but Anick 45. which prohibit* 
imnsfcrtoii power that is unlikely twocure IhcnghHni'thc 'pnitcctcd (s^rstitb' doc^ not cvpMcill) 
pmhihli ponies to the conflict (other than occupants t from expelling Aliens, induding protected persons, 
from I lieir territory. Howtwerihe ICRC In H& C'otnmeotaiv Oiited thiu 'practice amt ihcmy both ituikcihU 
fight (to tfspel alien*) a limited one.' J Pictet ed. Ihe tjrne^xt CnM*rntinn^ of 12 .twprtf iV^w, 
VimitHeHtury. (kwevii ( 'imetuUm ft' (n 2 1 K Ankle 4.S. Cteiteriil I'xpuKkNi cauniM take place if to Jo hi 
would breach the princiide of lum-t^iuftnutni or cu-itomary imemaiional humanitarian law . for example 
Rule l2Voflhct(.’RCS Rules OH Ciistotnary Iniertnuitmal Humanitarian i.aw. 

** J Pictet <d. of /v-tv, Omtfwni^rv. Geneva KiwvenihmfVin 21 K 

Ankle 45, [3] B. 

^ INd. Aflicle45. pj .A, Prelimimtry 

Ibid, Anicle 45. |4| T he Cumruenlory stales ilia! ’1 liis clause, which was inwrteti in the Convention by 
the \ Vllih tntcmational Rctl C'ro%s Conference, vhould he cv>m|iurti»1 with the ptecetling Arricle |44. 
discussed above] on refugees.' 
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v^ouUI violate that State's sovereignly: hut respect tor Slate sovereignt)' cannot 
oveiTitle ohligations uiuicr international luimaniiarian lavs. Article 45 should he read in 
conjiinciioii with Article 147 ofCienevii Convention IV dealing vsith grave breaches, 
rransfer into the hands of Iraq would place the PMOl ul high risk of violultnns of tlic 
rigid to lile. to freedom from tortuiv and inhumane livalmcnt. unlawful transfer to 
another Stale where they would be at risk of persecution, and the Impo.siiion of punitive 
measures without being granted the right to a fair hearing: all ofthese are prohibited as 
'grave breaches' under Article 147. They also conslilutc violations of customary 
inleniatiotml hmuanilurian and Imtiiaii rights law. Humanitarian law is binding on cacii 
and cverv' soldier as well as the High Conlracling Panics; su|H:rior orders do not 
exempt soldiers iittm compliance. I f orders from their tnvn commanders cannot exempt 
soldiers from compliance with thcii inicniniionul humaiiiiariun law oMiguiions. respect 
for .Stale sovereignty cannot do so cither. 

Mic United .Stales' obligation nut to truitsfcr the PMOl Ls also siipponed by 
Rule 144 of the Rules of Customary iniemulirmul l luniunitariun I aw compiled by the 
ICRC. and common Article 1 of the Geneva Conventions. Rule 144 rev|uircs Suites to 
'exert Uicir inlhicnec. Ut //rr r/r^rce ptmihh, to .stop violations of intcnialional 
humanitarian Logically the obligation of Stales to prevent violations 

intemniional humanitarian law. purticularly where there is a high risk that war crimes 
may be pcrpciruled. is even stronger where the Slate iv or ha.s heen. involved in the 
conflict, and cspceially so where the State concerned has assumed resptmsibiliiy lor the 
'protected persons" security; and is currently protecting them: and has also declared its 
inicmimi to cimiinuc to ensure that they receive the protections due to them os refugees 
and 'prolecled persons.' 

Moreover the Iraqi government is in power a.s a consequence of an intervention 
that facilitated regime change, 'fhat intervention uninieniionally placed the i*MOi in a 
very vulnerable position: it is now disarmed and dependent on the protection of the 
United Stales. Given that the fears of the PMOl relate to the potential transfer of 
*|Hi»lcctcd persons' from u fonner occupying power. Article 45 should afso he lead bi 
cunjunetioii with Article 47. which provides that protected persons mu.sl mu be 
deprived tn any ease nr mamici whatswver, of the bcnenis of the pa*seni Cmtvcntion 
hy any change introduced, as the result of the occupation into the institutions of the said 
territory, nor by any agreement concluded between the authorities of the occupied 
territories and the Occupying Power.' This provision was included because tif the 
danger of the occupiml putting pressure on Uie legitimate authority to conclude 
agroements prejudicial to 'protected persons.'^’ The United Slates has never .sought to 
delihcralcly deprive 'protected pcrsoivs ol the benefits they currently enjoy under the 
Convention. Nevertheless the regime change facilitated by the 2(HI3 intervention, 
whose purpo.se was in part to improve the human rights situation of the people of Iraq, 
has uninieniionally placed the PMOl in a position ol' grave vulnerability. Moreover it is 
now an esiablished norm of inlemaiional law (hut sovereignly implies a ‘responsibility 
to pnitcct’ and that all Stmt's have a ivs|ionsihiliiy to prevent Iwithin the eonstrHini.s of 
the United Nations Charter on the rules on the use of force) serious violations ofhiimun 
rights where these are fi>re.secahlc. and where the State in question is in a |)o.sition to do 


* J'M Mcnck.irru miJ I. Qoswatd-Heck CiuhnMn hu.nfuuhuHU Hiuti>uUlt4rUui Luw (n 24 1, Vi>lamc I 
SO*). 

J Piciet cd. 7//e (itfiifva Cmvetttlmx nf Auvu\i /WV t VwwhIwv. tlr’/ktu ('•mventUnt /LO* 21} 
Ani<le47.|3J. 
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:»g.^ The obligotioni) of the I’nitcd Siulc:» in the >>akc ofib 2t)03 inlcrvcnlion and Utc 
subifc^turnl a*uimc change in Iraq *ihi>uiti uI:h) he v^c\^cd v%ilhin the 'a*$pnnsibilil\ In 
pititecf context paniculurtv since the former regime's hunioit nghb violations were a 
muior factor in the decision-making pnreesscN leading to the United Natioas 
Icgitimi/aiion of (he United States' presence there. 


See seeliwr 3 HcUiw . 
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5. Ihe United Stales Obligations towards llie PM(31 under 
‘The Responsibility to ProtccM’ 


The I'nitcd States iiilcrvciuion into Imq in 2003 was premised on u tha*at to 
inicmijlionul peace ami security based primurily on the belief. Mihsci)uenl]> limnd to be 
ilUlbiinded. that the Baghdad regime possessed weapons of mass destruction; and 
secondarily {a& indicated by statcmenls to the media and in purluuncntary institutions) 
on human rights violations by that regime.^' 

In 2005 at its World Siiininii meeting the (ienenil Assembly uiulertook to lake 
collective action (on a ease by ease basis) in a^ponse to genocide, war crunes. clhniL 
cicnitsing and crimes uguinst humanity.'^ riiis provision was uMlnned by the Security 
C ouncil in Its third rcs(dution on the Protection of Civilians in Armed Conllict. 
Resolution 1674. adopted unanimously on 28 April 2006.^ These resolutions were 
adopted in the ctmlcxl of an emerging ‘rcsponsihillly to protect' nonii by which Stales, 
imcmaliontil and regional Organisations, have undeiiaken to prevent serious violations 
oriniintui right.s. 

Whilst these re.sululioas focus on a commitment to lake collective action on a 
ease by ease basis, the signiilcunce of the rcM>iutions is not limiied to intervention but 
also affects forces already deployed Uito a situation in which serious human rights 
violations are already taking plnee or ua' predicted, fliis is because ihe Iniernaiiontil 
C'ommis.sion on Inlervenlion and Stale Sovereignty in deselopliig the ‘rcspiiiLsibility to 
protect norm* on which the relevant paragraphs of these a*Holutinns arc hased.*^ 
deliberately moved away from traditional arguments UKUsed on the right of States to 
intervene on Immuniturion grounds, to a position focused on responsibility. The 
tvspimsihility to protect* is an ongoing responsibility and it encompasses inking 
proactive kleps lo prevent serious violations of fundumcnial human rights us well us 
ivaciing to .such violations once they have oeciin'ed.*’ I.ouise Arbour has posited that 
‘because of the power they wield and due to their global rcoch. the members of the 
Security Council, particularly the Permanent five Members (P5) bold an e\en heavier 
rc'sponsibilily than other Slates lo ensure the protection of civilians every whcrc.'*^* I3ic 
liniied Staie.s has particular rc.spon.sibilities lowardv the PMOl since they aimc under 
its conu*ol as a consequence of the 3003 intervention and the United States .subsequent 
occupation of Iraq, and of the 1 Iniied States' promotion of regime change on iuiiniui 


Welsh 'Conclusion; MumuiUifliian Inierveniion after )i September' In JM Welsh (edi 
UiMhmimritUi InMvanHon lUnUnttsmukahjl Hduiiim (OxtbeJ Universiiy Press OvOml 2(K14) 176. 181; 
rite liKlcpeiKient. A Cirice fliul i) Russell. Now ItiNir cues ivvjine chuttBe as lK»t!i fttr war. Sn was It 
lcyal?'(l5July :0U4)5. 

.VR£S/6/| . 2't October 2005. 1 1 3*t|. 

^ S/RFij/1674. 28 April 2006. Uj. 

** InicmAfiomil Commissiini rttt Intervcniltmumi Suiic Sovereignly tlCiSSi 11n- Rcsf^muhlluy in 
li'htdWd IntemuiloiMi Dcvektpntcni Rcstfarcli C'cniie 20()lk Repi»ri by ihc Sectvtary^Ttcihrralft' Miidt 
I cvcl I'rttid v»n IhreaU rhaihrnjjcs .tikl Cluntie '.I ti'»rU: Our.Kfhtntt ' 

(20041 www.mi.ow/5ecuTeworta. : Socrviary-Ceiwmi’s Report /« Litter frvvthvii; ttmirtiji 
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rigJitK grounds. Having disurmcd Ihc }*NK)I ihc I'nilcd Stales undertook their 
protection. To abandon tlicm tu>\v would he inconsistent with its avtnvcd aims in 
promotiitg regime change und \>iih its endorsemem of the rcsponsihiliiv to protect* 
norm. As the Instilul dc Oroil Inlemnlional obsened in ils resolution iin the Appileafhn 
of huertutUonai Hurntmiuman Law und Fundamental Human Rights in Armed 
ConJIictx in which non-State Actors Arc Parties •[r|cspccl for inicmationul 
humoniturian iuw and fundanicntui human rights constitutes an integral part o( 
Intcmaiional order lor the mainienaitoe and re-cstabll.shmcni of peace and securit>.**^' 


<>, Conclusion 


l or so long as the (iniled States continues to he engaged in combat operations in iraq it 
imisi compK with international humuniiarian law. 

The PMOl remained neutral in the Ciulf War und in the 20tl3 conflict. Since the 
PMOl did not porticipatc in the contlict and ore not pan of Ihc Iraqi unned forces and 
have never hud an> relationship with that gotemmem the> ure entitled to the 
hiimtmiluhan law prolcclimi.s accorded to persons taking no pun in hostilities. 

Lmder common article I of ll>c Cicneva C'onvcnltiMLs the United Stales must 
cnsuiv rcvspect' for the provisions of the Conventions *in all circumstances.* Ihj.s is 
leriectcd in Kulc 144 of the IC'KC's Rules of Customary Inicmuiional I lumoniuirion 
Law. which provides that Suites 'must eKcrt their influence, to the degree possible, to 
.stop violations of international humanitarian law.*^ These obligation.s arc especially 
jienincnt to violations committed against persons whose protection die United States* 
fiirces has iissumcd. 

In particular (he Ifnited .Slates must take all slqis po.ssibie to prevent violalioas 
of the principle of non-refouiementi of Common yVnicIc 3 of the Geneva Conventions 
and ol Article 75 of Additional Pixitocol 1; und of the cusloniorv law rules and 
priiicipics concerning imitected pcisotv*.* paniculurlv where, ns in the ca.se of the 
PMOl. those persuas ara m risk of being subjccicd to war crimes, including lluisc set 
nut ill Article 1 47 of Geneva Convention IV dealing with 'grave breaches.' 

]he principle of 'non-refoulement' prohibits the transfer of reltigees into the 
hands* ofamiihcr State or into another lerriuiry if circumstances ore such that they 
have u well fmmilcd fear ihal if they ore transferred to that Slate they will be 
persecuted, (he principle also prohibits transfer of refugees to a Stale or territory’ if 
circum.stunccs arc such that the refugees may he Iransferred on front the State that lius 
received them, in vloluiion of the principle of non-refoulement, to another State or 
lerriiory where they fear they will be persecuted. I his well esiubllshcd principle of 
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cusU»m4r} Ujw u\w finds cxpivssitm in Article 33 of ihc Convvnfi^m rclafiiiii U> Ihc 
Siaui» (>r Refugees 1^51: Rule 129 of the lCRC‘s Customan Rules of Iniematiimal 
Humaniiariiin law: and Article 45 of Geneva Convention iV which s;eu out the 
rGsponaibililics ol’a ‘Detaining Power' in relation to the transfer of 'protected persons' 
in its ‘hands.* to another 'Power* Ihc PMGl are proiecied persons* eurrenll) in the 
'hands’ of the United States. i1ic United States formally declared that Ilur PMOl are 
'pnitvcicd ))ciMu)s' in July 2004. and eoinniunicuied that declaration to the IC'RC. ' 
llic ICRC's uccepuince of the 1 hiitcd Stales declaration suggests that it supports llie 
designation of the PMDI as ‘pnHccicd persons.’ fltc I 'niicd States has rejilTlmicd that 
the PMUl arc ‘prutected persons’ on a number of occasions in 2(Kt5 and 2006. and has 
also acknowledged its obligations under Article 45/' 

I^aragraph 4 of Article 6 of Geneva Convention IV provides iluti 'pnMected 
perM>ns' whose ‘release, repamaiioti or re«esiablishincni‘ may take place after the end 
of the period in which the Convention is Ibniially applicable 'shall meanwhile eonliniK: 
to benent by the present Convemion.' I be ICRC’s Commentary notes that 
‘establishment' in thi.s context refers to such lime u.s the protected pcrson.s 'are able to 
a'siimc a nonnal existence.' '* I1te PMOl. lacing retUgecs. should be ta'aicd us 
'protected Iversons' for as Umg us there continues to be an unned conflict in Ink), 
regardless of whether or not they are in the ‘hands* of the United States or of Iraq. 

Thu.s the United Slates lias eonlimiing responsibilities to the PMOl, under 
eustoinury law and as a consequence orhumanilurian obligations that first arose during 
the United States iKcupatkm. Ihcse require lliat it take all feasible steps to ensure Uiut 
key provisions of international humanitarian law relating to the security of the PMOl as 
reftigccs and as ’protected persons* continue to be inspected until such time os they are 
able 'to resume a normal exisienee.’^'* in the light of these obligaiinns and of the well- 
founded fear of persecution of iho.se in Camp Ashrafif traitsferred to the government of 
imq. the United States should eoniimie to prmcct the PMOl for as long a.s its forces 
remain in Iraq. When it does leave U .should ensure that the PMOl will continue to 
receive the pn,»tceiions due U> them as refugees and 'prmccied pcfsons.' after its liirccs 
depart. 


In conclusion, the transfer of the protection of the residents of tlie Camp to IIk 
I raqi government should only take place under the follow ing condition.s: 

n) Ihc United .States has given written guaruntccs that the authoHi) to 
which it is tnmsrerring their protection ic.speeis llieir rights according to 
imeniatinnol law, including internutionul refugee law and imem&tional 
iummniiurian law and will treat them hosed on the provisions which 
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apply to 'prolCLtcil persons." Pliis is liccause the PMOl are refugees 
whose final disposition is not yet delemiined and therefore should Ire 
aeeorded the protections due to proleeted persons under ailicle 4 of the 
I'ounh (tcneva C'onsention. 

h) I he Iraqi gosernincni's resiriLlions on Camp Ashraf, including the 
denial of foixl. fuel and medicine ration.s. have been lifted, 
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Colonel Martin. Matter of fact, I just did. 

Senator King. The other piece that I want to follow up on is, I’m 
a little uncomfortable with this hearing because we don’t have any- 
one here from the administration. We — I — there — I’m old enough to 
realize there are always two sides to every story, and I — ^you’ve 
made a very strong case. In fact, the case is so strong, you have 
to wonder why isn’t this — why wasn’t this taken care of some time 

ago, and there must be some reason. I would like to hear 

Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, we could solicit the comments of the ad- 
ministration or the State Department or the Department of Home- 
land Security to determine why this hasn’t been dealt with. I’m 
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just — again, I’m not taking any side here, but I — I’m uncomfortable 
not hearing both sides of the situation. 

Colonel Martin. Yes, sir. If I may. Congressman Dana Rohr- 
abacher offered them a chance of what you speak of, that I would 
be at the table along with Colonel Gary Marsh and a representa- 
tive of the State Department. They refused. I would love to sit at 
a table in front of you ladies and gentlemen and go through the 
issues with U.S. State Department. Every time we have made that 
offer, they’ve refused. 

Earlier, your question was — the promises. There’s been a series 
of promises, especially in 2012 from Dan Fried, that these actions 
would be taken to get them out of harm’s way. He came to us. Gen- 
eral Jones was on the phone calls, as well as myself, Louis Freeh, 
Tom Ridge, Ed Randell, Howard Dean, and many others, and Hugh 
Shelton especially. “We will do this, we will do this, we will do 
this.” Even one of the promises, “We’re going to be out at that 
camp on a continual basis.” I have that one in writing in this 

Senator King. Well 

Colonel Martin. — packet. 

Senator King. — I understand. I understand that the cir- 
cumstances have changed because of Iran’s influence in Iraq at this 
moment, and that that raises the level of, as you said, stress in this 
situation, and perhaps urgency. I fully understand that. I just want 
to — I just want to get some of the details and some of the back- 
ground, and I want to understand why, if it’s so obvious we should 
do this, it’s not being done. That 

I’m out of time, but 

Colonel Martin. Yes, sir. 

Senator King. I appreciate your testimony, and I appreciate the 
urgency of this situation, and just want to be sure we understand 
all the implications when we move forward. 

Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCain. Could I just mention to the Senator that we 
have been trying for years to get the State Department to react — 
correspondence, meetings, every method that I know of, besides a 
congressional hearing — to try to get this issue resolved and these 
people, who are now in greater and greater danger, what we prom- 
ised them. 

I’ve got to say. Colonel Martin, you didn’t exactly describe — it 
was — that was in return — that guarantee was in return for them 
giving up their weapons, and, in giving up their weapons, we said 
we would guarantee their safety and gave them — under the Geneva 
Conventions. But, that doesn’t mean anything but the United 
States used that as a rationale for guaranteeing their protection. 
It’s been going on for years. And 

Go ahead. General. 

General Jones. After you, sir. 

Senator McCain. Go ahead. Please. 

General Jones. I just wanted to say that we have worked dili- 
gently with the administration on a regular basis, on a daily basis 
almost. All of Colonel Martin’s reports have been sent to both the 
National Security Council and the State Department. There are 
three of us at the table, but it’s a part of a larger group, including 
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six former Ambassadors, former Director of the FBI, former Attor- 
ney General, eight four-star generals, one Speaker of the House, 
four Governors, six Members of Congress, one White House Chief 
of Staff 

Senator King. Now, when you mention those Governors, 
that’s 

General Jones. — and three former 

Senator King. — that’s — ^you’re doing well when you’ve got 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Lieberman. Incidentally, broadly bipartisan. 

General Jones. Yeah, it’s broadly bipartisan. This is not work 
that’s being done in isolation. I mean, every document has been 
provided. All the Colonel’s weekly reports go directly to the State 
Department. So, we have really tried to collaborate with this, and 
we still want a collaborative outcome, but we need an outcome be- 
fore the next tragedy happens. 

Senator McCain. Senator Shaheen. 

Senator Shaheen. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank 
you. Senator Reed, for holding this hearing today, and for — our wit- 
nesses for being here to testify about what I also believe is a trav- 
esty and that we have not lived up to the commitments that we 
have made to the people who are now at Camp Liberty. 

I was in Iraq, back in 2009, and we heard about this issue, and 
I’ve had a chance to see the video — a video of one of the attacks 
on Camp Liberty, and the people being murdered. So, I think it’s 
an area where we need to do much more to address what has hap- 
pened there. I don’t understand why people who have relatives 
here are not able to come and join their relatives and be resettled 
in America. 

So, I guess I’m — I appreciate that I’m asking you all for a subjec- 
tive analysis of why the resettlement has been so slow, but is it 
just bureaucratic foot-dragging? Is it because it has not risen to the 
level of the attention of some of the people at State who can make 
it happen to put pressure on Iraq to release the residents of Camp 
Liberty? Or is there something else going on? 

General Jones or Senator Lieberman, I don’t if either of you have 
a perspective on that. 

General Jones. Senator, I don’t know the answer to that. All I 
know is that, for the last several years, things that look like they’re 
finally going to move are replaced by another obstacle. The 
delisting of the MEK, we thought was going to be the end of it, but 
it was replaced by another listing that was somewhat, in my view, 
arbitrary, but it has served to delay the process even more. 

I don’t think the Iraqi government has been particularly helpful. 
They play cat-and-mouse with the residents. Sometimes they deny 
food, they deny protection, they turn off the water, they don’t take 
out the trash or the garbage for days on end. I mean, it’s just a 
constant problem. 

But, I really think that the real answer is for someone in author- 
ity to just make a decision, “Enough. We’re going to do the right 
thing. We made a commitment to these people. We didn’t live up 
to it. It’s time to finish it.” I think it’s that simple. It’s a humani- 
tarian gesture that — I, frankly, don’t care what the Iranians think 
about this. I think it’s the right thing to do. 
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Senator Shaheen. Senator Lieberman, one of the things that I 
have heard from relatives of people at Camp Liberty that they’re 
very concerned about is this requirement that they renounce MEK, 
and concerned about what that might mean in the future and if 
somebody could use that to then come back and address their abil- 
ity to continue to live in the United States. I’ve not had anybody 
explain to me adequately why that is something that people are 
being requested to do. Have you had anybody explain to you why 
that’s so important? 

Senator Lieberman. I have not. 

First, Senator Shaheen, let me thank you for the leadership that 
you’ve shown on this matter. You’ve been a real great advocate for 
the people in Camp Liberty. I know all their families and friends 
appreciate it a lot. 

This requirement of renouncing membership in an organization 
that is no longer considered a threat or a terrorist organization by 
any means, and really there are questions about whether it ever 
should have been on the terrorist organization — seems to me to be 
very un- American. I mean, it’s like — it’s a belief test. It seems con- 
trary to the First Amendment. It — the truth is that the — there are 
a lot of people there who have had a long history in Camp Liberty 
with the MEK. As I mentioned, they’re freedom fighters. I mean, 
they were against the Shah, then they were part of the revolution, 
then they turned against the Ayatollahs, because they replaced one 
dictatorship with a worse dictatorship. So, I have never — and to 
what extent Members of Congress can push the State Department 
to explain that or, really, to rescind it, because it’s an — it’s an un- 
fair obstacle. 

You’ve made a good point, it’s going to raise insecurity, anxiety 
in the mind of people coming into the country, that somehow this 
is going to come back, 3, 4, 5 years from now, and they may be sub- 
ject to deportation. 

I would say to you — Senator King, I’m just taking this moment — 
I think the State Department, if they were here, would not ques- 
tion the promises made to the residents of Ashraf and then Liberty. 
But, what I would like to hear them explain is. Why all the delay? 
What’s — and you’re left — I don’t know this, but we’re left — because 
we know how much the Iranian government wants to torture these 
people, essentially, wants them in the stress, and worse. It leads 
us to, naturally, suspect that the Iranians are putting pressure on 
the Iraqis to do that, and maybe on us, in the diplomatic negotia- 
tion. But, it would seem much bigger than the status of 2,400 peo- 
ple in a camp in Iraq. But, you know, again, America’s supposed 
to be about the right, liberty — the right to life and freedom of indi- 
viduals. There’s 2,400 individuals in this Camp Liberty whose free- 
dom is constantly under stress. 

Senator Shaheen. Well, thank you all very much. My time is up. 

Colonel Martin, I’d — I want to thank you for your good work on 
this, but I do want to disagree with you. My recollection is that no- 
body was urging Maliki to run for a third term, that, in fact, there 
was a lot of effort put into trying to get him to step aside. 

So, I do hope that we an continue to do everything possible, and 
that this committee will do everything possible, to urge that the 
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residents of Camp Liberty are allowed to emigrate either to the 
United States or to someplace safe. 

Thank you all. 

Senator McCain. I thank you, Senator Shaheen, for a very com- 
pelling statement. 

Senator Sessions. 

Senator Sessions. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, this distinguished panel. 

Senator Lieberman, we’re glad to have you back in your old 
abode. 

Senator Lieberman. Thanks, Senator Sessions. Great to be here. 

Senator Sessions. Every now and then we did some good work. 

Senator Lieberman. We did. 

Senator Sessions. I appreciate that. 

General Jones, thank you for your service, and Colonel Martin. 

Well, I’ve been sympathetic to the Camp Liberty people for some 
time, but there have been problems. Some of this is their own prob- 
lem. One of the problems, I understand, with their desire to emi- 
grate to the United States is, they want to come as a group. They 
don’t want to be diversely populated around the country. They 
want to maintain their unity. Is that true? 

Colonel Martin. No, sir. They will come anyway they can come 
here. The issue about coming as a group — I was in the room when 
Major General Jack Gardner was talking to Madam Parsai about 
a place that they could possibly go. Madam Parsai said, “Tell you 
what. We’ll gladly go to California. I’ll tell you what, if they did 
come as a group, find an old ghost town that has water underneath 
it, and, within 2 years, you’ll have a flourishing community.” But, 
they are willing to come as individuals. They want to come out of 
that danger. 

What we often forget is, this is the former National Liberation 
Army that was a military unit. So, when people say, “They’re a 
cult, they wear uniforms” — well, yes. I was a soldier. I wore a uni- 
form, but I wasn’t in a cult. They’re loyal to their leadership. 

Senator Sessions. Well, Colonel Martin, there’s something un- 
usual about the bunch. I mean, they’re communists, right 

Colonel Martin. No, sir. 

Senator Sessions. — their heritage? 

Colonel Martin. No, sir. 

Senator Sessions. That’s not so? 

Colonel Martin. Communism and Islam does not mix, sir. They 
are 

Senator Sessions. Well 

Colonel Martin. — not communists. There was a communist ele- 
ment — 

Senator Sessions. Theistic communist 

Colonel Martin. No, sir. 

Senator Sessions. — is that what you would call it? 

Colonel Martin. No. There was a communist element that 
Massoud Radjavi was able to defeat, and that is the organization 
that went away. This is not a communist. They’re moderate, they’re 
democratic. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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The Mujahedin-e Khalq are not communist: 

The mainstream MEK has always been a Muslim movement. In 1966, the organi- 
zation adopted a set of philosophies that would put them at odds with both the rul- 
ing government and rising Islamic fundamentalists. They came to embrace equality 
between those in power and those not, between men and women, and among various 
religions and races. Going even further, they believed the clergy should not have 
total control over interpretation of the Quran, nor should the clerics have total con- 
trol over their congregations. These philosophies, which still have major influence 
on the MEK, would cast them into fighting successive enemies. 

Even further problems were growing. As in the case of many organizations, an 
internal element often develops that does not share organizational beliefs, but are 
within the ranks because it best suits their purpose at the time. When the oppor- 
tunity presents itself, this element will either split off or attempt to take control 
of the original organization. This became the situation as a Marxist element 
emerged within the MEK. Often at serious odds with established senior leadership, 
the Marxists soon found themselves in a very advantageous position. 

The Shah’s regime arrested sixty-nine members of the MEK in August of 1971. 
The core of the MEK leadership was off the streets, and most ended up on the gal- 
lows, including the three founding members. As very few remaining members of 
MEK leadership survived in the Shah’s prisons, awaiting the end of torture that 
only death would bring, the rift between the rival elements intensified. By May of 
1972, two MEKs existed, with the preponderance of power favoring the Marxists. 
The two elements spent as much time fighting each other as they did engaging the 
Shah’s regime. Meanwhile, one imprisoned member who was not executed by the 
government enforcers, but rather remained captive until the final days of the Shah’s 
rule, was a young Massoud Rajavi. Inside prison he built an organizational struc- 
ture and a large membership anchored on original MEK concepts and independent 
of Marxist influence. 

In November of 1976, the strength of the Marxist MEK was shaken when they 
lost a major gun battle with Iranian police. In January of 1979, ten days before Aya- 
tollah Khomeini returned to Iran from exile in Paris, Rajavi was released from pris- 
on. As he worked to rebuild the MEK, most of the subordinate leadership he se- 
lected also came from Qasr Prison. By then, the Marxist element had abandoned 
any claim to the MEK name and renamed themselves “Paykar” (Struggle). Paykar 
has long been defunct. 

The best analysis to this situation was provided by former Undersecretary of 
State George Ball in his August 19, 1981 Washington Post article. Mr. Ball stated, 
“ . . . The sloppy press habit of dismissing the Mujahedeen as leftists badly confuses 
the problem ... Its intention is to replace the current backward Islamic regime with 
a modernized Shiite Islam drawing its egalitarian principalities from Koranic 
Sources rather than Marx ...” 

Senator Sessions. Well, I’ve been sympathetic because I think 
we’ve been awfully slow to be helpful, here. I thought we could 
have been helpful over the years. I’ve always felt that way. 

I’m not comfortable with a group with a military history coming 
to the United States as a group. I’m not comfortable about that. I 
think that’s one of the problems they’ve had. So, you’re telling me 
they’ll come individually, let’s talk about that. 

Colonel Martin. I’d be glad to, sir. 

Senator Sessions. What is the danger — I don’t want to go back. 
I’m sure you’ve talked about the danger they face today. I’ll try to 
read the transcript and maybe submit some questions. Because I 
assume it is increasing with the Iranian influence in Iraq increas- 
ing. 

Senator Lieberman. That’s correct. 

Senator Sessions. That’s an unfortunate event that I wish 
hadn’t occurred. So, I’m willing to look at this. I see others — maybe 
we’re finishing up in our testimony. But, I do have — question the 
concept of bringing in larger numbers of people that only want to 
adhere together in the country. I’m not sure that’s healthy for us 
at this point in time. 
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Senator Lieberman. Senator Sessions, I do want to respond to 
that. As I understand it — and right now, of course, most of the 
folks who have left have gone to Albania. In some ways, we’re rais- 
ing, today, the possibility — and I know it’s been raised somewhat 
before — about all of them coming here. But, as I understand it, the 
residents of Camp Liberty want a — want to leave together, they 
want to leave Camp Liberty together, because they don’t want to 
leave a smaller number behind. But, they don’t expect to be settled 
in the same place if they come here or if they go to Albania. The — 
here, we know that they have family and friends throughout the 
country, and, you know, each of them — family and friends have 
said, “I’ll take two” or “I’ll take three,” whatever. So, they’ll be 
spread out all across America. 

Senator Sessions. Well, I only — my initial impression was. Why 
are we having such a hard time with this? 

Senator Lieberman. It’s a good question. 

Senator Sessions. I’ve then learned that the group is sometimes 
hard to deal with, and they have very firm views about certain 
things they want and don’t want, and it’s made it difficult, and 
they’ve not been able to negotiate effectively with U.S. officials. So, 
it’s presented a difficult problem. 

Thank you for your leadership and for sharing with us. 
Thank 

Colonel Martin. If I may, for a moment, sir. General Jones will 
back me up. 

We have offered to State Department to help resolve those dif- 
ferences. One day on the telephone, Dan Fried was complaining. 
He says, “Well, they don’t understand the way we do things, 
they’re a problem.” I said to Dan Fried, I said, “Then let me go 
with your team over to Iraq, and I will bring them to the table, and 
we’ll resolve all issues.” Dan Fried snapped back at me and said, 
“We don’t need any outsiders involved.” 

Senator McCain. Identify who Dan Fried 

Colonel Martin. Dan Fried was the Ambassador of the United 
States that worked the arrangement of the residents to leave Camp 
Ashraf and come to Camp Liberty, and then started working the 
resettlement process. 

I did find out one thing. Before I could respond to Dan Fried to 
that comment, “We don’t need any outside” 

Senator Sessions. He was talking about you? Is that who he was 
talking about? 

Colonel Martin. He was talking about me, but he was talking 
about everybody. General Jones heard the conversation, “We don’t 
need any outsiders involved.” I started to reply, but, before I could. 
Governor Tom Ridge stepped in. I did learn one thing. Anybody 
who’s going to slam a combat veteran better not do it in the pres- 
ence of Tom Ridge. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Sessions. Well, Tom Ridge is a strong man, I agree. 

Well, thank you for your testimony. We’ll try to wrestle with this. 
I don’t think the State Department’s at all at fault in this. 

Thank you. 

Senator McCain. Thank you. Senator Sessions. 

Senator Blumenthal. 
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Senator Blumenthal. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for 
holding this hearing. 

Thank you to each of our witnesses for being here today. 

I want to say, particularly to Senator Lieberman, my former col- 
league, that you are missed here. 

Senator Lieberman. Thank you. 

Senator Blumenthal. Although 

Senator McCain. Not by all. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Lieberman. You’ve visited, and you missed the opening 
statement, when Senator McCain thanked me for taking the time 
to leave the bingo game at the senior center in Connecticut. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Lieberman. But, you’ve been to that senior center. You 
know how good a time we have. 

Senator Blumenthal. We have a great bingo game. I’ll take this 
occasion to invite Senator McCain 

Senator Lieberman. Yes. 

Senator Blumenthal. — to join us. 

Senator Lieberman. I’ve done pretty well at the bingo table, inci- 
dentally. 

Senator McCain. I think I qualify. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Blumenthal. But, I will stay steadfast and true to my 
contention that you are missed. 

Senator Lieberman. Thank you. 

Senator Blumenthal. But, you continue to do great work. I am 
very sympathetic and supportive of the cause that brings you here 
today, not only because the United States made a promise, and 
promises should be kept, as a matter of morality, but I believe that 
our image and our standing in the world community depends on 
our keeping our promises as a great nation and a nation that fol- 
lows its ethical prescripts. 

I was particularly struck by your contention. Senator Lieberman, 
that we ought to put aside the nuclear agreement that has been 
reached and continue to pursue interests that may, in fact, put us 
at odds with Iran. I’d like to take this occasion to say that Iran is 
unlikely to change its behavior or conduct in the region in the wake 
of that agreement. If anything, flush with additional financial re- 
sources and with the need to demonstrate its revolutionary ambi- 
tions, it almost certainly will increase its mischief in that area. I 
would invite you to suggest other areas that perhaps we should 
pursue that could counter that continuing influence. Obviously, our 
keeping our promise in this instance is one that’s important, but 
perhaps other areas where the same goals can be pursued. 

Just to mention that Senator Cardin and I and others have intro- 
duced legislation that would provide for additional economic sanc- 
tions if it increases its aid to terrorism, and other measures to aid 
our allies in the region, especially Israel, to counter that threat. 

So, if you wish to take this opportunity to comment on that ques- 
tion, I would invite you to do so. 

Senator Lieberman. Thanks very much. Senator Blumenthal. 
Thanks for your leadership in that legislation with Senator Cardin 
and others. 
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So, as I said at the beginning just briefly, the nuclear agreement 
is going into effect. I hope that my skepticism about it is proven 
to be an overreaction and not well founded. But, it’s over there. I 
think it’s amazing. We have to learn from the Iranians. They 
haven’t changed anything else about their behavior, and I think, 
therefore, we should not. So, I think the additional economic sanc- 
tions for their continuing horrific support, and contrary to U.S. in- 
terests and values — of terrorism, human rights violations — inside 
the country are very important, and the continued enforcement by 
the administration of the existing sanctions. 

I mean, the truth is that, though the lifting of some of the sanc- 
tions because of the nuclear agreement will give the Iranians bil- 
lions of dollars, which I’m afraid they’re going to use not only to 
support the regime inside the country economically, but also to 
support their terrorist proxies outside — the fact is that Iran is still 
not a good place for business to do business, because the existing 
sanctions on — ^because of terrorism and human rights violations 
continue, and they’re quite significant. So, I think that’s one thing. 

The other that I mentioned today, and I know it’s — it takes a 
step to it in another direction — but, really, the heart of this govern- 
ment is so contrary to the values of the United States. It’s an Is- 
lamic dictatorship and really suppresses its people terribly, includ- 
ing — you look at the number of people executed under the so-called 
moderate Rouhani, it’s more than under Ahmadinejad before him. 
Therefore, I think we ought to be explicit about the fact that to 
really have good relations with Iran, they’re going to have to be- 
come a more democratic, small “d,” country and to find ways to 
support the opposition to them. 

I mean, I referred to solidarity and the Refuseniks and in those 
days — well, two things. One, as Senator McCain knows, because 
we’ve heard Sharanski say this directly, never minimize — even this 
hearing, never minimize the power to those who are essentially in- 
carcerated — and in Sharanski’s case, it was in the gulag; in this 
case, they’re living in stress, a really frightening situation in Camp 
Liberty — to know that somebody over here cares about it. 

The second is. Who would have guessed that solidarity would 
have overthrown the government in Poland, that the regime in — 
the Soviet regime would have collapsed. But, they did. These things 
always start with small, principled, zealous freedom fighters. 
They’re there — in this group, but also throughout Iran. I think we 
would be derelict and disloyal to our own national values if we did 
not find better ways, overt and covert, to support democratic oppo- 
sition to the dictatorial regime in Tehran. 

Senator Blumenthal. Thank you 

Senator Lieberman. Thank you 

Senator Blumenthal. — ^very much. 

Senator Lieberman. — for the question. 

Senator McCain. Well, Senator Lieberman, I don’t think I could 
summarize any better than what you just did. 

So, I want to thank the witnesses, and we’ll continue this effort, 
which has assembled a remarkable coalition, as General Jones just 
pointed out, of former Attorney Generals, former head of the Home- 
land Security, Department of Homeland Security to all walks and 
all — in both political parties. Hopefully we will bring this issue to 
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a conclusion, which means that these men and women who are suf- 
fering today on a daily basis are able to be freed of both the bond- 
age in which they are existing and the threats to their lives which 
continue to grow as we see the Iranian influence grow. No doubt 
about the Iranians’ desires concerning them. 

So, I thank the witnesses. This is important. Hopefully we’ll — 
this will spur movement forward and we’ll achieve our goal. 

Thank you. 

[Whereupon, at 11:10 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 
[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:] 

Questions Submitted by Senator Cruz 

STALEMATE ALONG SECTARIAN LINES AND IRANIAN INFLUENCE OVER THE GOVERNMENT 

OF IRAQ 

1. Senator Cruz. Despite the efforts of U.S. advisors, the effects of U.S. airpower 
and our support of the Iraqi government, this summer the Iraqi Army lost control 
of Ramadi and it has failed to retake and hold Fallujah. General Jones, what capa- 
bilities do the Iraqi Security Forces need to “ultimately destroy” ISIS in Ramadi, 
Fallujah, and Mosul and when do you believe they could have those capabilities? 

General Jones. Please see Appendix A for response. 

2. Senator Cruz. General Jones, I understand that Iraqi security forces rely heav- 
ily on Shi’ite militias, particularly for maintaining control of parts of Northern Iraq. 
Are the loyalties of those Shi’ite militias to the Government of Iraq, or do their pri- 
mary loyalties lay elsewhere? 

General Jones. Please see Appendix A for response. 

3. Senator Cruz. General Jones, how much control does Iran exercise over those 
militias? 

General Jones. Please see Appendix A for response. 

4. Senator Cruz. It is no secret that after U.S. Forces left Iraq, the Iranian gov- 
ernment exercised strong control over Baghdad through Nouri al Maliki. General 
Jones, how much influence does Iran maintain over Iraq because of Iraq’s reliance 
Shiite militias to maintain control and security? 

General Jones. Please see Appendix A for response. 

5. Senator Cruz. General Jones, if Iran called upon the Shi’ite Militias to oppose 
Abadi and the government of Iraq, does Abadi’s government possess the will and 
capabilities to prevail? 

General Jones. Please see Appendix A for response. 

6. Senator Cruz. General Jones, could Abadi survive politically if Iran rallied 
groups against him during elections, particularly if Iraq fails to extend control over 
the Sunni areas currently controlled by ISIS? 

General Jones. Please see Appendix A for response. 

7. Senator Cruz. General Jones, do you believe that Abadi exercises control of the 
Government of Iraq only with the cooperation and accommodation of Iran? 

General Jones. Please see Appendix A for response. 

8. Senator Cruz. General Jones, is liberation of the primarily Sunni regions of 
Western and Northern Iraq in the interest of Iran, or does that actually decrease 
Iranian influence by broadening the Sunni’s base of support in Baghdad? 

General Jones. Please see Appendix A for response. 

9. Senator Cruz. General Jones, are you concerned that Iran is continuing to ex- 
pand its influence over the Government of Iraq while the Iraqi Army prepares for 
a ground offensive into Western and/or Northern Iraq? 

General Jones. Please see Appendix A for response. 

10. Senator Cruz. General Jones, in the wake of Russia’s move into Syria, the 
Russian foreign ministry has indicated that they will provide air support to Iraq, 
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if Iraq asks. Five days ago, Abadi said that he “welcomes” Russian air support in 
Iraq. Do you believe that Iraq’s willingness to accept Russian airpower is a sign that 
the United States is failing to provide Iraq with the sufficient air support to meet 
their needs? 

General Jones. Please see Appendix A for response. 

11. Senator Cruz. General Jones, how do you recommend we turn the Govern- 
ment in Baghdad away from the influence of Iran and Russia? 

General Jones. Please see Appendix A for response. 
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Ilitf I lonorabic I cd C ni/ 

I niicd Suiies Senate 

4iM Russell Senate Office fiuilding 

Washinutun. OC 2u51(l 

Dear Senator Ct\iz: 

It was a great hi>nor to appear before the Senate Armed Scrv ices C otninitlee earlier this month 
the topic of Iran’s inliucnce in Iraq. I hope m> lesliinonv was lielpful ui you and the ttihor 
members of the committee As you arc aware. I remain deeply ctmeemed about Iran s innucncc 
in Iraq, which you righily point out was nurtured and abetted by Prime Minister Maliki. 

I was asked by Chairman McCain to testify mainly on a particular manifesuiiion of Iran’s 
inliucnce on the Baglidad go\ eminent - the continuous misircaimcnl of and repeated attacks 
upt'n Iranian dissidents housed at C amp Ashraf and then Camp IJberty in Iraq. 

I am a member of a large and crowing group '>1 former senior I '.b. gos emnienl and military 
officials who believe that the plight ofihc relugees deser\es swift action by the Lnilcd Stales 
government and the inicmalional community. L nqueslioruihly Iran inspired, if not directed, liie 
dcadU attacks tm the compound. I hat Iraq would shun its legal and moral obligation to proieel 
the rctugees is a disturbing and telling indication of Tehran s political and martial influence in 
the country ; ihi>ugh. of course, not the only manifestation. I he I ’nilcd Slates’ failure to lake 
swill and deci.sive action to right thus wrong is alw deeply troubling. 1 thank you and the 
eominiuee for wluitever actions you can take to ensure dial .‘\merica d(ie.s rigiit by individuals 
who helped our country and who we gave our commitment to protect 

I am in receipt of the important questions for the record that ytiu po.sed fiillowing the hcamig. 
ITie input you requested is \ ital to infi'rm the debate on the foreign policy and national sceuritv 
actions necessary to advance L .S. values .md interests in the Middle Folsi. 

Salurally. I have not held on olficial national security for a number ofyears now_ WtUioui 
access to the relevant classified data, 1 dt'^n’l believe 1 can answer the more technical and 
opcralu>nal level questions with the factualily . precision, and expertise they deserve. So, in 
terms of the queries related to the ISF’s cap;iiliiies and requirements, the eominaiid and oontro! 
of Shi’ile militia and the sectarian and p^»Jilicai implications of certain scenarios. 1 would 
respeclfully defer to the experts within the Depiirtmenl of Defense and the D.S. iniclitgcnce 
community. 
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The Honorable Ted Cruise 
October 2«, 2015 
Pace 2 

1 would. howe\'er. appreciate the opponunity to offer a few thoughts on the very im^rtam 
strategic question vou asked about how to nun the Iraqi government away from the mllucnce of 
Iran and Russia. } would highlight five importont elements that I propose ^ould accompany a 
Strategy centered on clearly showing Iraq that it can gain a far more promising future by 
embracing liicnds who observe international norms than by aligning with natutns who pretcr 
operating outside of them. 

1 Maintain an intense and continuous clobal spotlight on Russia s and Iran s retrograde 
actions and intentions in the MiddleEast. and on the bleak and unstable future their path 
v\ill beget in this vulnerable region. 

2. Along with pur allies, make clear to Mr. Abadi and Ihc Government ol Iraq the adverse 
economic and political consequences of Iraqi alignment with Iran and Russia. 

3. Identifv, cultivate, and support up-and-coming Iraqi civilian and miliuirv' leaders who 
understand that Iraq's future will not be one of prosperity, progreits. and true sovereignty 
if dominated by sectarianism and violence. 

4. Embrace our friendship and longstanding tciatioashtp with the KRG, and ensure it 
receives the necessary assistance to protect itself against ISIS and to remain a regional 
beacon of Ireedom. tolerance, and modemity. 

5. Engage with Baghdad. Erbil. and .Ankara to plan and implement a set of large, strategic, 
trans-boundary' economic projects (energy, transportation, communication, and trade 
inftastructure) including pipeline capacity enhancement and inlerconnectors to foster 
stronger economic ties and cooperation between Turkey, the Kurdish Region of Iraq, and 
the whole of Iraq; along with the U.S. and our European allies. 


Like others 1 believe wc arc in danger of losing the bailie of ideas in the Middle E^. Rcgmmng 
the upper hand in that regard is an important componeta ol defeating ISIS, removing Assad so^ 
that Syria can he governed responsibly, lessening malign Iranian influence, and finding ti way in 
whfch Sunnis. Shi'ites and Kurds to co-exist peacefully in Iraq and around the region. Succes.s 
will require n much dearer allied strategy, a broad toolkit, strong inlcmational support, and 
committed U.S. leadership. 


lliank you for the opportunity to provide my input. 


Most respeci 




' Janies L. JyO 
G/neral. liSV^' (Ret.) 
csidetTtVJqi^ Group International 
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